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ABSTRACT
Defining Cheating Using Multiple Models
Krista Joy Dowdle
Department of Psychology, BYU
Doctor of Philosophy
Extradyadic romantic behavior in committed relationships, referred to here as “cheating,”
is a common occurrence. For the purposes of this study, we define cheating as romantic or sexual
behaviors that occur outside of a committed romantic relationship and that violate the
expectations of the relationship. This definition can be broken down into two parts: the behavior
that occurred and the judgment of whether that behavior constitutes cheating. Using a large
sample (N = 1,020), we tested a measure that conceptualized cheating as composing explicit
behaviors, categorical judgment of behaviors, and dimensional judgment of behaviors. Fit
statistics were mixed and we included suggested modifications. Biological sex was a significant
modifier for each factor, with men endorsing significantly more explicit behaviors and women
rating more behaviors as cheating and more serious. We found no significant differences in
explicit behaviors or categorical judgments based on age, but older generations rated behaviors
as more serious. Having experienced cheating in a relationship (as transgressor and/or victim)
resulted in rating more behaviors as cheating than those who had no experience with cheating.
With modifications, our measure is promising in assisting with the understanding of cheating and
expectations in relationships.
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Defining Cheating Using Multiple Models
Extradyadic romantic behavior in committed relationships, referred to here as “cheating,”
is a common, painful occurrence. We define cheating as romantic or sexual behaviors that occur
outside of a committed romantic relationship and that violate the expectations of the relationship.
While the motivations, predictors, consequences, and treatment approaches for cheating have all
received due consideration in research, the underlying structure of the construct of cheating itself
has not received as much attention. Researchers have implicitly conceptualized cheating as either
categorical (the behavior is cheating or not) or dimensional (all behaviors lie on a spectrum of
severity), though the reasoning for these conceptualizations has not been clearly articulated or
tested. As a result, there is not a clear consensus in the literature on the nature of cheating as a
construct. Further, no researchers have investigated whether the construct of cheating may
contain both categorical and dimensional aspects. This lack of consensus likely drives discrepant
findings and limits our ability to advance meaningful theoretical models of cheating in romantic
relationships. In this project, we examined our definition of cheating and proposed a
measurement model that includes both categorical and dimensional pieces of the
conceptualization.
Prevalence of Cheating
Prevalence rates for cheating vary widely. In a survey conducted in 2015, 21% of men
and 19% of women indicated they had cheated on a partner (YouGov, 2015). Between the years
of 2000-2016, the lifetime prevalence rate of extramarital sex decreased from 17.8% in 2000 to
16.3% in 2016, but the annual prevalence rate of extramarital sex remained nearly constant at
approximately 3% (Labrecque & Whisman, 2017). In married samples, lifetime prevalence of
cheating typically ranges between 7% and 15% (Atkins et al., 2001; Tuttle & Davis, 2015),
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though some samples report rates of cheating in marriages as high as 41% (Statistic Brain
Research Institute, 2015).
Prevalence rates for cheating in dating relationships are higher than in marriages. In some
studies, as many as 43% of participants in dating relationships reported engaging in cheating
behaviors of some kind at some point in their lives (Feldman & Cauffman, 1999). When asked
about their current relationship, prevalence of cheating in dating relationships trends lower with
some studies reporting between 13% and 25% of participants as having cheated (Braithwaite et
al., 2010; Mark et al., 2011).The disparity in prevalence rates across studies for both types of
relationships is likely due to the method of data collection, the time referents used, and the
various operationalizations of cheating.
The method of data collection is one of the factors that could drive variability in
responses to questions about cheating behavior. Research has suggested anonymous self-report
data is the preferred method of data collection when asking for sensitive information such as
cheating behaviors because it tends to have the lowest levels of socially desirable responding
(Treas & Giesen, 2000; Whisman & Snyder, 2007). Prevalence rates can also differ based on
who is represented in the sample (e.g., biological sex, race, age, relationship status, etc.). In
general, prevalence rates are higher for men than women (Allen & Baucom, 2004; Atkins et al.,
2001; Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983; Spanier & Margolis, 1983; Wiggins & Lederer, 1984) but
these differences do not always hold when the age of participants are also included (Wiederman,
1997).
Prevalence rates may also vary based on the time frame asked about (e.g., ever, current
relationship, past 12 months, past month; Luo et al., 2010). In their review, Blow and Hartnett
(2005) found yearly prevalence rates to be small in comparison to lifetime rates. But perhaps the
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most important factor explaining discrepancies is the variability in how cheating is
operationalized (Luo et al., 2010). For example, when cheating is defined narrowly as sexual
intercourse, men report higher prevalence rates than women; however, when other behaviors
such as kissing, or dating are included, the sex difference in prevalence rates diminishes
(Drigotas et al., 1999; Glass & Wright, 1985; Wiederman & Hurd, 1999). This highlights the
need for a clearer conceptualization of this construct since findings seem to hinge on how it is
theorized and operationalized.
Consequences of Cheating
Cheating leads to several negative consequences for the person who cheats (the
transgressor) and their partner (the victim), as well as their relationship. Below we review these
consequences which fall into three categories: personal, relational, and familial.
Personal
Researchers have found psychological distress for both transgressors and victims.
Compared to those who had never cheated on a partner, transgressors experienced higher levels
of depression (d = 0.60) and lower levels of general well-being (d = 0.45) than those who had
never cheated on a partner (Hall & Fincham, 2009).
Cheating appears to impact victims more than transgressors. One study on the treatment
of cheating in relationships found that victims had higher scores than transgressors on measures
of both posttraumatic stress (PTSD) and depression (Gordon et al., 2004). Due to the particularly
high levels of PTSD-like symptoms among victims of cheating, the authors used an approach to
treatment commonly used for those who have experienced more traditional forms of trauma. This
approach significantly improved outcomes for both transgressors (posttraumatic stress d = 1.03;
depression d = 0.61) and victims (posttraumatic stress d = 0.72; depression d = 0.38). Other
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researchers have found similar results: victims report higher levels of depression and anxiety
than transgressors (Cano & O'Leary, 2000).
In addition to psychological distress, cheating often has physical consequences. Cheating
that involves sexual behavior is associated with a higher likelihood of contracting sexually
transmitted infections (STIs), especially if the cheating is not disclosed and condoms are not
used (Gerrard et al., 1996; Weaver et al., 2011). Research shows that condoms are not used in as
many as 50% of sexual encounters with a secondary partner (Fincham & May, 2017) and often
those who are in a committed romantic relationship do not use condoms with their primary
partner because condom use "implies distrust" (Gerrard et al., 1996), which increases the risk of
these physical consequences if cheating behaviors are not disclosed. Additionally, cheating can
result in unintended pregnancy.
Relational
Cheating is also associated with damage to components of the relationship (i.e.,
decreased trust, commitment, and empathy), greater relational dissatisfaction, and higher
likelihood of relational dissolution. Cheating has been cited as the most commonly reported
reason for divorce (Amato & Previti, 2003). In an all-female sample, 77% of participants who
broke up during their study of dating relationships did so because cheating had occurred (Negash
et al., 2014). Cheating also damages relationships that remain intact after the transgression.
Those in relationships where cheating has occurred report relationship distress more than one
standard deviation higher than the community average (Gordon et al., 2004). Additionally,
cheating is cited by couple therapists as one of the most difficult issues in relationships to treat
(Geiss & O'Leary, 1981; Whisman et al., 1997). Cheating predicts less relationship satisfaction,
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trust, commitment, empathy, and successful communication (Balderrama-Durbin et al., 2012;
Glass, 2002; Gordon et al., 2004; Rider, 2011).
Familial
The impact of cheating on family members has not been researched as extensively, but
some important findings have emerged. Men whose fathers cheated were more likely to cheat in
their own adult relationships (Platt et al., 2008). Additionally, two studies found having a father
cheat is associated with poorer relationships with one’s parents and one’s romantic partner
(Schmidt, Green, & Prouty, 2016; Schmidt, Green, Sibley, et al., 2016). Specifically, they found
participants whose fathers cheated reported lower commitment and trust and were more likely to
feel that their needs were not being met in their romantic relationship.
This review of the impact of cheating shows that cheating has critical consequences in
multiple domains. Yet the lack of consistency in the operationalization of cheating likely limits
our understanding because hidden moderators may be embedded in different scales and/or
implicit definitions used by the researchers. To clarify these findings and develop a richer
understanding of cheating, the underlying structure of cheating needs to be better understood.
Cheating as a Construct
A psycINFO search of terms such as “cheating in relationships”, “extradyadic
relationships”, “infidelity”, and “unfaithfulness” brings up thousands of studies and books on
cheating. Despite this, few articles have focused on defining cheating as a construct. Most
publications discuss motivations for cheating, predictors of cheating, consequences of cheating,
and the treatment of cheating. Especially lacking throughout the cheating literature is a welldeveloped theoretical basis for defining cheating. Drigotas and colleagues (1999) and Buss and
colleagues (1992) have done some work in this area; however, these theories focused on
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predicting cheating and emotional responses to cheating, respectively, rather than theories
concerning the nature of cheating itself. As a result, it remains unclear whether cheating is
dimensional or categorical, or rather a combination of the two.
As stated earlier, we define cheating as romantic or sexual behaviors that occur outside of
a committed romantic relationship and that violate the expectations of the relationship. This
definition can be broken down into two parts: the behavior that occurred and the judgment of
whether that behavior constitutes cheating. Researchers have investigated these two different
parts, but have not included both parts of the definition, thus limiting the utility of their measures
as they do not encapsulate the full construct. It is common for researchers to utilize hypothetical
scenarios to gauge attitudes or reactions (Buss et al., 1992; Feldman & Cauffman, 1999;
Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016b). However, use of hypothetical scenarios is limited by findings
in other areas of psychology that suggest people do not react behaviorally or emotionally in line
with what they anticipated (Ajzen et al., 2004; Bostyn et al., 2018; Thompson & O’Sullivan,
2016b). As such, it is important that not just perceptions of behaviors, but the actual behaviors
also be included in the conceptualization of cheating.
Explicit Behaviors
One of the few studies to investigate explicit cheating behaviors provided some evidence
that cheating could be a dimensional construct (Drigotas et al., 1999). Contrary to the
researcher’s hypothesis of an underlying two factor structure to their 11-item scale (based on the
physical and emotional dichotomy proposed by Buss et al., 1992), they found all of their items
loaded onto one factor. To explain this, they proposed that cheating behaviors are not
qualitatively different, but lie on a spectrum. However, they did not go on to further investigate
this by directly testing this assertion, leaving the dimensionality of cheating behaviors in
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question. Further, when used by other researchers, often the use of the scale is reduced to single
items assessing physical and emotional cheating behaviors rather than the full scale (Fincham et
al., 2010; Le et al., 2010; Negash et al., 2014).
Another set of researchers created a scale specifically to evaluate the underlying factor
structure of a broad spectrum of cheating behaviors (Luo et al., 2010). They utilized a logicalcontent approach to item creation, focusing first on behaviors described in other studies of
cheating and then extending them to include online cheating behaviors. Using exploratory factor
analytics techniques, they observed three factors: frequency, intentions, and the serial nature of
cheating. While these researchers were more inclusive of a variety of behaviors, they created a
Likert-scale that was intended to be ordinal, but the scale items do not clearly contain the
property of magnitude. The discrepancies between the factor structure suggested by these two
studies (Drigotas et al., 1999; Luo et al., 2010) combined with an otherwise dearth of research in
this area suggest it is necessary to further evaluate whether the participation in explicit cheating
behaviors has an underlying dimensional structure.
Judgment of Behaviors
Including in the definition of cheating that the behaviors are violations of the rules or
expectations of the relationship allows for high levels of variability as to what behaviors
constitute cheating. Some behaviors, such as sexual intercourse with someone other than a
partner, are widely accepted as cheating (Kruger et al., 2013; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a;
Whitty, 2003; Wilson et al., 2011). However, there are other behaviors, such as hugging or going
somewhere with another person, which receive less universal support in research and as a result
have been classified by researchers as “ambiguous” (Kruger et al., 2013; Thompson &
O’Sullivan, 2016a; Wilson et al., 2011).
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Most scales that have been created to measure cheating actually measure judgments of
cheating or attitudes toward cheating instead of the explicit cheating behaviors (Docan-Morgan
& Docan, 2007; Kruger et al., 2013; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a; Thornton & Nagurney,
2011; Whitty, 2003; Wilson et al., 2011). The researchers who have investigated these judgments
of cheating have generally relied on a simple dichotomy that categorizes a behavior as cheating
or not. However, we argue that in making the decision of whether a behavior is cheating the
severity of the behavior needs to be considered.
Categorical Nature of Judgments. Judgments of cheating as a categorical model
assumes that some cheating behaviors are qualitatively different from each other, that the
behavior is either cheating or it is not cheating. For example, a behavior such as having a secret,
ongoing committed sexual relationship is likely to be considered cheating while having shared a
lingering gaze with an attractive stranger on the street may not be considered cheating. In this
case, someone may argue that the two transgressions differ in kind—they represent distinct
categories of behavior. This categorical judgment of behaviors has been most commonly used as
a single item measure asking participants if they have done something they considered cheating
(Altgelt et al., 2018; Gibson et al., 2016; Hall & Fincham, 2009; Previti & Amato, 2004). To our
knowledge, only one scale has been created to define cheating behaviors with a categorical
judgment (Thornton & Nagurney, 2011), which suggests the need for additional investigation in
this area. While the categorization of behaviors is simple and clean, it does not include the
gradations of cheating behaviors, suggesting they are not as important as the simple fact that it
has occurred, and it took a particular form (sexual behavior versus attraction, in our example).
Dimensionality of Judgments. Is all extradyadic behavior equivalent? Returning to our
hypothetical scenarios of a secret sexual partner versus a lingering gaze, do these two behaviors
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represent the same level of severity? These questions illuminate the fact that cheating may have
the property of magnitude—someone can cheat a little bit or a lot. The assumption that cheating
has magnitude is the underlying assumption of any dimensional models. This dimensional model
assumes differences in the latent structure of cheating are in terms of degree rather than in terms
of kind, that the differences are quantitative rather than qualitative.
In the case of our definition of cheating, including a dimensional aspect suggests that
while cheating behaviors can be categorized into different classes of cheating or not, within those
classes not all behaviors have the same level of severity. Another way to think of the two
recurring examples we have given is that they represent differing levels of severity within two
different categories. A qualitative study asking clinicians and clients to define cheating suggests
the possibility of this hybrid model of judgments of cheating as they found both clinicians and
clients indicated the same cheating behavior, sexual intercourse, was less serious if it was, “just a
one-night stand” (Moller & Vossler, 2015; p. 491) than if it happened on more than one
occasion.
Moreover, the frequency and duration of cheating behaviors may influence their
perceived severity within a particular category. Thus, a partner who regularly makes eyes at
potential partners might be displaying a higher magnitude of cheating than a partner who did this
on only one occasion. It seems likely that even if cheating behaviors can be categorized, not all
cheating behaviors within a category are equal, necessitating investigation of a hybrid model of
the judgments of cheating behavior. The closest existing measures that approximate a hybrid
model are those in which participants rate which behaviors or categories are most indicative of
cheating (Docan-Morgan & Docan, 2007; Henline et al., 2007; Kruger et al., 2013; Thompson &
O’Sullivan, 2016a; Whitty, 2003; Wilson et al., 2011).
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These scales have most often been used to investigate patterns of judgments. Overall,
men have been found to have more permissive judgments of cheating, including rating fewer acts
as cheating (Knox et al., 2008; Kruger et al., 2013; Labrecque & Whisman, 2017; Wilson et al.,
2011). Specifically, women rated more items as cheating overall (Thompson & O’Sullivan,
2016a; Thornton & Nagurney, 2011), rated more emotional behaviors as cheating (Kruger et al.,
2013; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a), and rated more “ambiguous” behaviors as cheating
(Wilson et al., 2011). Sexual orientation and religiosity are both demographic factors that may
influence judgments of whether a behavior is cheating (Schonian, 2013). Specifically, nonheterosexual participants and less religious participants rated fewer behaviors as cheating
(Schonian, 2013). history with cheating in a relationship (whether the victim or transgressor) has
also been found to be associated with perceiving a higher number of behaviors as cheating
(Moreno & Kahumoku-Fessler, 2018; Schonian, 2013), with a history of being the victim being
associated with rating the highest number of behaviors as cheating. This suggests previous
experiences as well as demographic factors may influence judgments of cheating.
All of these studies, however, are limited in their scope of behaviors investigated (DocanMorgan & Docan, 2007; Henline et al., 2007; Whitty, 2003; Wilson et al., 2011), by their
targeted relationship type (Wilson et al., 2011), or by their response options (Thompson &
O’Sullivan, 2016a). Further, while many of the scales created have strong psychometric
properties, they lack a strong theoretical rationale and fail altogether to include the possibility of
judgments of behavior having a dual nature.
Other Definitions of Cheating
Some researchers have attempted to avoid theoretical issues by defining cheating in terms
of specific behaviors. Although this approach reduces ambiguity, it also reduces a construct that
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may be multidimensional and nuanced to a single, binary indicator. For example, researchers
often ask whether the respondent had sexual intercourse with someone other than their
committed partner (Braithwaite et al., 2010; Hunyady et al., 2008; Lopez, 2015; Macauda et al.,
2011; Ruark et al., 2014). A review of 31 studies on cheating in the previous 15 years found that
80% of the studies defined cheating as having sexual contact with someone else as the exclusive
criterion (Luo et al., 2010). Although this operationalization seems reasonable, it is also
somewhat arbitrary and fails to capture many other potential behaviors that would be considered
cheating by most respondents. Moreover, if the construct of cheating has important categorical
components that are untapped by this question or lies on a continuum, this approach will not
capture the full construct of cheating behaviors and will provide less information than a more
valid operationalization.
The Current Study
Given the inconsistent theoretical approaches and lack of full inclusion of the definition
of cheating in research, our goal is to create a measure that captures the entirety of our cheating
definition. Specifically, we plan to investigate both explicit cheating behaviors as dimensional,
as has been the standard in the research literature, and the judgments of the cheating behaviors as
both a categorical and dimensional judgment.
Because most existing measures were not created to include both the explicit behaviors
and the judgments of those behaviors, we elected to generate our own items rather than use
existing scales. This approach allows us to include a larger number of behaviors that may
represent several distinct categories and/or levels of intensity. To do so, we followed the example
of Krueger and colleagues (2012), who examined whether pathological personality traits had a
dimensional or categorical nature. Following their lead and based on past research, with a
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special emphasis on scales created on the judgments of cheating behaviors, we identified six
dimensions of cheating behaviors: sexual behaviors, behaviors indicating a close relationship,
online behaviors, solitary behaviors, ambiguous behaviors, and deception about extradyadic
behaviors. Within these six dimensions we identified a total of 13 facets (see Table 1) from
which we created items that fit within the facet described. Additionally, we tried to write items to
cover the full spectrum of severity in behaviors.
Table 1
Dimensions and Facets of Proposed Dimensional Scale
Dimensions
Sexual Behaviors

Behaviors Indicating a Close Relationship
Online Behaviors
Solitary Behaviors
Ambiguous Behaviors

Deception About Extradyadic Behaviors

Facets
Types of Sex
Types of Sexual Relationships
Other Sexual Behaviors
Physical Behaviors
Dating Behaviors
Sexual Behaviors
Relationship Building Behaviors
Thoughts/Thought Patterns
Sexual Behaviors
Friendship Behaviors
Behaviors Involving Strangers
Deception
Deception About Extradyadic Behaviors

Possible Moderators
Biological Sex. Researchers who study sexual activity routinely include sex differences
in their analyses. It is well-accepted that the sexual response cycle differs between men and
women, impacting the experience of sexual activity (Baumeister, 2000). Because of these
differences, researchers have explored biological sex differences in other areas relating to the
sexual experience, such as attitudes toward sexual activities, and prevalence of sexual activities.
Overall, men report having more positive attitudes toward sexual activity and report engaging in
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sexual activity more frequently, and in a higher number of different sexual activities
(Braithwaite, Aaron, et al., 2015; Braithwaite, Coulson, et al., 2015; Fielder & Carey, 2010;
Penke & Asendorpf, 2008).
Researchers who study cheating have found similar results. In a review of cheating
research, some researchers have found large, significant differences between men and women in
the frequency of cheating, number of cheating partners, and desire to engage in cheating, with
men showing a higher amount than women in all cases (Blow & Hartnett, 2005; see Allen &
Baucom, 2004; Atkins et al., 2001; Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983; Spanier & Margolis, 1983;
Wiggins & Lederer, 1984) while other researchers have only found these differences to be slight
(Blow & Hartnett, 2005; see Choi et al., 1994; Oliver & Hyde, 1993; Wiederman, 1997).
More recent research has found similarly inconsistent results in the size of differences
between men and women. Some research has found men had significantly higher rates of having
cheated on a partner (OR = 1.74) than the women (Labrecque & Whisman, 2017), others have
found sex differences in the prevalence rate of cheating (a difference of two percent) to not be
significant (Toplu-Demirtas & Fincham, 2018). This small difference has been found in different
demographic groups, including non-White participants (Munsch & Yorks, 2018) and serial
cheaters (Knopp et al., 2017). Additionally, as stated above, women tend to judge more
behaviors as cheating than men (Knox et al., 2008; Kruger et al., 2013; Labrecque & Whisman,
2017; Wilson et al., 2011). Because of this research, we are unsure if we will find significant
differences between men and women; however, we feel it is important to include biological sex
in our models given the inconsistent findings in existing research.
History with Cheating. As stated earlier, having a history with cheating in a relationship
is associated with judging a higher number of behaviors as cheating than those who have not
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experienced cheating in a relationship (Moreno & Kahumoku-Fessler, 2018; Schonian, 2013).
Specifically, victims of cheating rate the highest number of behaviors as cheating (Moreno &
Kahumoku-Fessler, 2018; Schonian, 2013). In regard to explicit behaviors, having a history of
being a transgressor is one of the strongest predictors of participation of future cheating
behaviors (Feldman & Cauffman, 1999; Wiederman & Hurd, 1999). As such, we included
history with cheating in the relationship in order to replicate these findings.
Age. Few researchers have adequately explored the influence of age in cheating
behaviors and judgements of cheating behaviors, in large part because the majority of researchers
have utilized samples of college students (Docan-Morgan & Docan, 2007; Kruger et al., 2013;
Thornton & Nagurney, 2011; Whitty, 2003; Wilson et al., 2011). One of the few studies to
analyze age in regard to prevalence rates found that for men, participation in cheating behaviors
increased with age up to age 70 (Wiederman, 1997). The relationship between age and cheating
behaviors for women was more complicated with women ages 20-50 reporting highest cheating
behaviors, while women under 20 and over 60 reporting low cheating behaviors (Wiederman,
1997). To our knowledge, the only research study that had a population diverse in age did not
analyze differences in judgements according to age (Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a). Due to the
dearth of research in this area, we have chosen to include age as a moderator in the current study.
Depression and Anxiety. As briefly mentioned in the discussion of consequences,
cheating in relationships has been found to be associated with higher levels of depressive
symptoms. Specifically, those who have been victims of cheating have a higher likelihood of
experiencing a major depressive episode (Cano & O’Leary, 2000) and both victims and
transgressors report higher levels of depression than those who have not experienced cheating in
a relationship (Hall & Fincham, 2009). Additionally, couples who report cheating have higher
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levels of depressive symptoms at therapy intake than those who do not report cheating (Atkins et
al., 2010). Higher levels of anxiety are also associated with cheating in relationships with victims
of cheating showing the highest levels of anxiety (Gordon et al., 2004). We recognize that with
our study design we cannot claim causality in any relationships we find; however, we feel it is
important to see if our sample replicates these associations found by previous researchers and
thus plan to include depressive and anxious symptoms.
Relationship Satisfaction. A lack of relationship satisfaction has been found to predict
both the inclination to cheat as well as cheating behaviors (Maddox Shaw, et al., 2013; Mark et
al., 2011; McAlister et al., 2005). Specifically, over 50% of participants in one study indicated
lower relationship satisfaction prior to cheating (Mark et al., 2011) and relationship satisfaction
predicted cheating over a 20-month period (Maddox Shaw et al., 2013). Further, as stated earlier,
cheating is related to lower relationship satisfaction after the fact (Glass, 2002; Gordon et al.,
2004; Rider, 2011). While we cannot determine causality based on our study design, we plan to
include relationship satisfaction for those who indicate they are currently in a romantic
relationship.
Hypotheses and Research Questions
Hypothesis 1: We hypothesize a one-factor dimensional model will provide a good fit for
our measure of explicit factors.
Hypothesis 2: We hypothesize the categorical and dimensional aspects of our measure of
judgments will be strongly related to each other and the model (see Figure 1) will result in good
fit to the data.
Research Question 1: Will biological sex, history with cheating, and age be significant
moderators to the relationship between the categorical and dimensional aspects of judgments?

16

Research Question 2: Will there be biological sex and age cohort differences in
endorsement of explicit behaviors?
Research Question 3: Will we replicate previously found associations between history
with cheating and depression, anxiety, and relationship satisfaction?
Figure 1
Simplified Path Diagram for Proposed Three Factor Model

Note. In the full hypothesized model, each latent variable is made up of 30 items, giving the
measure 90 items total.
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Method
Creation of Scale
To create the scale of cheating behaviors, we generated items that capture a spectrum of
severity (or difficulty, in psychometric terms) based on definitions of cheating in previous
research studies. As described in the introduction, we define cheating as actions that occur while
in an exclusive romantic relationship that violate the rules of that relationship regarding
behaviors that could be considered romantic or sexual. To include the full range of behaviors, we
conceptualized intentions and thoughts as potential cheating behaviors. On the less severe end of
the spectrum, we included behaviors that are not universally conceptualized as cheating, such as
fantasizing about an alternative partner, viewing pornography, and masturbating alone. Existing
studies indicate that many of these less severe behaviors have high base rates. On the more
severe end of the scale, we included items relating to sexual actions (e.g., a one-time sexual
encounter, an ongoing sexual relationship). Most of the items on the severe end of the scale have
lower base rates, and thus are more difficult in a psychometric sense. We created the items using
a logical-content approach (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2017), and all behaviors have their origin
(though not the wording of all items) in previous research.
In addition to the primary investigator, eleven graduate students and psychologists across
the United States with a background in couple research reviewed the items to ensure the content
validity. We calculated content validity ratios (CVR) for each item to determine how well each
item represented the construct of cheating. With eleven experts, our CVR cut off was .59. A
proposed list of items (totaling 78) is included in Appendix A organized by dimension and facet
inclusion.
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Of 78 items, eight items reached the necessary .59 CVR cut off (see Table 2). To test our
hypothesized dimensional structure, the primary investigator added an additional 22 items to the
final survey to ensure each facet included at least one item. Items were added based on which
items had the highest CVR for the specified facet or were deemed essential due to their repeated
inclusion in previous cheating scales. The items included in the final survey are presented in
Appendix B in the order shown to participants.
Table 2
CVRs for All Proposed Items

Vaginal Intercourse*
Oral Intercourse*
Anal Intercourse*
One-time Encounter*
Ongoing Sexual*
Paid for Sex*
Sexually Attracted/Aroused
Oral Contact Breasts*
Sexual Touching*
Genital Stimulation*
Showered
Simultaneous Masturbation
Provocative/Erotic Talk
Shared Sexual Pictures
Pornography Together
Strip Clubs/Paid for Stripper
Kissed on Lips*
Passionately Kissed*
Held Hands
Slept in Same Bed
A Date*
Multiple Dates*
Frequent Phone Calls
Bought Gifts
Financial Support
Discussed Partner Complaints

CVR
0.82
0.64
0.64
0.82
0.82
-0.27
-0.64
-0.45
0.27
0.27
-0.82
0.09
-0.09
0.27
-1.00
-0.82
-0.09
0.63
-1.00
-1.00
0.64
0.64
-1.00
-1.00
-1.00
-0.82
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Flirtatious Messaging
Fell in Love*
Emotional Attachment*
Discussed Work/School Complaints
Cybersex*
Sent Sexual Pictures on Internet
Received Sexual Pictures on Internet
Masturbated over Internet*
Flirted Online
Dating Website
Personal Information
Regular Internet Chatting
Discussed Partner Complaints Online
Discussed Work/School Complaints Online
Online Interfered*
Meet Online Contact
Emotional Online*
Considered New*
Considered How to End
Specific New*
Dressed to Attract New
Pornography Alone*
Masturbated Alone
Fantasized Sexual Relationship
Social Media Bond*
Large Amounts of Time*
Favors
Liked Social Media Posts
Followed on Social Media
Worked/Studied Together
Hugged
Formal Event
Casual Event
Shared Hotel Room*
Kissed on Cheek
Danced
Drinks/Coffee
Friendly Conversations with Ex
Trip/Vacation
Flirted Stranger*
Bought/Received Drink Stranger

0.09
0.45
0.45
-1.00
0.09
-0.09
-0.27
0.09
-0.82
0.09
-1.00
-0.82
-0.82
-1.00
0.09
-0.82
0.09
0.45
-0.27
0.27
-0.45
-0.27
-0.45
-0.45
-0.45
-0.27
-0.64
-0.82
-0.82
-0.82
-0.64
-0.82
-0.82
-0.64
-0.82
-0.82
-0.82
-0.64
-0.64
-0.09
-0.45
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Danced Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets*
Routinely Lied*
Lied About Feelings for Partner
Concealed Relationship from Others
Revealed Partner's Secrets
Lied About Sexual History
Lied About Interactions
Hidden Emotional*
Hidden Physical*
Back-up Partner
*Indicates item used in the final survey.

-0.45
0.09
0.09
-0.09
-0.45
-0.45
0.27
0.09
0.27
0.27
-0.45

Explicit Behaviors
To assess the explicit behaviors piece of our definition, participants were asked, "Please
indicate which actions you have engaged in while in an exclusive romantic relationship.” For
items that involve someone else, we clarified, “‘Someone other than my partner’ refers to a
person to whom you could be attracted” in order to focus exclusively on behaviors that
potentially reflect cheating. For example, for a heterosexual participant, riding in a car with a
same-sex co-worker would not approximate cheating but riding with an opposite-sex coworker
could. They were then presented with our list of potential cheating behaviors and their response
options. We asked participants to report on all past behavior, rather than from some specific time
period (e.g., the last six months) to capture more variability in cheating behaviors, since cheating
is a relatively low base-rate phenomenon in any one arbitrarily determined time referent.
For the response options, we used a 3-point rating scale: 0 = “Did not participate in this
behavior”, 1 = “Participated in this behavior on only one occasion”, and 2 = “Participated in this
behavior on more than one occasion.” Often, researchers have used dichotomous response
options (e.g., “Yes” or “No”) when assessing cheating behavior. We chose to use an ordinal
scale because it provides more information by allowing for the property of magnitude. This
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additional variability is important statistically in creating data that are more appropriate for our
chosen models which attempt to discern underlying latent factors. Assessing for frequency also
aligns with potential conceptualizations of cheating behaviors (i.e., dimensional and hybrid
models).
Additionally, to give us the ability to do more nuanced investigation of motivation, intent,
and serial cheating in future studies, we included further response options for those who
endorsed an item. Specifically, if a participant chose “Did not participate in this behavior,” they
were presented with the options of 0 = “Did not participate in this behavior because there was no
opportunity” and 1 = “Did not participate in this behavior despite the opportunity to do so
because I did not want to” (Luo et al., 2010; Wiederman & Hurd, 1999). If a participant chose
“Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion,” they were presented with the options
of 1 = “Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion with the same person”, and 2 =
‘‘Participated in this behavior with different people” (Luo et al., 2010; Wiederman & Hurd,
1999); in this case, we allowed participants to select both options, if applicable. Additionally, for
those who indicated they have participated in any of these behaviors on more than one occasion,
we included the item “Please indicate the number of times you have participated in this
behavior” with an open-ended response. We did not include analysis of these additional response
options in this project but included them for use in other studies and the future utility of this
measure.
Judgment of Behaviors
Our operational definition of cheating includes the idea that whether a behavior is
cheating is determined by the expectations and rules of the particular relationship. To account for
this aspect of our operational definition, we presented the previously described items to
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participants a second time, this time asking them “Do you consider this behavior to be cheating”
with response options 0 = “No” and 1 = “Yes.” Participants were then presented with the items a
third time and asked, “How serious do you consider the participation in this behavior?” on a
scale of 1 = “Not serious at all” to 10 = “Extremely serious.”
Procedure
After selecting 30 items, we convened a panel of 11 non-experts to ensure the items were
clear, concise, and appropriate for the intended audience (see Appendix C for list of questions for
panel participants). Panel participants were recruited online through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
to increase the likelihood the panel would be more representative than is likely to occur if we
were to convene a local panel. Panel participants were asked whether they could understand the
items and if they felt confident they could answer the question without difficulty. We planned to
rewrite any items the panel indicated did not meet these requirements; however, all of the items
presented were rated as clear and concise by panel participants. Panel participants were
compensated $.50 for their time.
Final Questionnaire
The final questionnaire consisted of demographic questions, the 90-item measure
mentioned above (see Appendix B), measures related to previously established negative
consequences of cheating (depression, anxiety, and relationship dissatisfaction), and validity
questions (see Appendix D for validity items). To assess a history with cheating, we included
two questions in the demographics section (before participants rated cheating behaviors): “Have
you done anything you consider to be cheating?” and “Has a partner done anything you consider
to be cheating?”.
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All participants completed the Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale –
Short Form (CESD-SF; Martens et al., 2006) to assess depressive symptoms and the Generalized
Anxiety Disorder-7 (GAD-7; Spitzer et al., 2006) for anxious symptoms. The CESD-SF was
adapted from the full 20 item scale (α = 0.89 and 0.87, test-retest = 0.57 and 0.51; Hann et al.,
1999) and the shorter version demonstrated a ≥5 cutoff score was as efficient as the full scale
(sensitivity = .96, specificity = .81, PPV = .44, NPV = .99; Martens et al., 2006). The GAD-7 has
demonstrated good internal consistency (α = .92), test-retest reliability (intraclass correlation =
0.83) and convergent validity with mental health professional interview diagnosis (intraclass
correlation = 0.83; Spitzer et al., 2006).
For individuals who indicated they were currently in a romantic relationship, we included
the Couples Satisfaction Index (CSI-4; Funk & Rogge, 2007). The CSI-4 demonstrated good
internal consistency (α = .94) and high convergent validity with other relationship satisfaction
measures (correlations with other scales ranging from 0.84-0.94; Funk & Rogge, 2007). The
validity questions were created based on basic facts that most adult individuals living in the
United States would be expected to know when the data was collected (Spring 2020). See
Appendix E for additional measures. We planned to administer this questionnaire to 1,000
individuals recruited via the participant sourcing platform CloudResearch.
As briefly mentioned above, we anticipated not every participant in our sample had
engaged in cheating behaviors. Due to this, we chose a high number of required participants to
help ensure adequate power for our analyses. Data was collected March 27, 2020 – April 7,
2020. A few hours into data collection we discovered an error in skip logic that resulted in 78
participants not receiving half of the explicit behaviors items. We corrected the error and
collected 1,178 participants instead of the intended 1,000 in order to make up for the error in skip
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logic and have adequate power for all of our analyses as at that time we were unsure if we would
be including the 78 participants in our final sample.
Recently, questions have arisen concerning the data quality from samples obtained
through Amazon’s recruiting systems (of which CloudResearch is one). In two reviews of studies
on this question (Buhrmester et al., 2011; Buhrmester et al., 2018), researchers concluded that
while MTurk convenience samples are not representative of the United States population, they
are generally more diverse than an undergraduate population, as is often used in social science
research. Additionally, we used CloudResearch as it allowed us to specify only those who met
our criteria would see our survey.
All participants were compensated $1.00 for their time, according to CloudResearch’s
average rate of compensation based on the length of our questionnaire. Before each participant
was compensated, we ensured the entire survey was completed and the participant passed the
validity questions. In total, 1,178 participants opened the survey; after dropping anyone who did
not consent (7 participants) and those who did not get five out of six validity questions correct
(73 participants), we were left with 1,098 participants.
Participants
As stated above, participants were recruited through CloudResearch. Only participants
who were older than 18 years of age, speak English fluently, and lived within the United States
at the time of the survey were allowed to participate. CloudResearch allowed us to place filters
on those characteristics so our study only appeared to those who met the criteria. We included
participants who have cheated as well as those who have not. We decided against an inclusionary
criterion of having a history with cheating because we believe it could change our results.
Specifically, since the definition of cheating appears to vary amongst individuals, it is likely that
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some participants will have participated in some cheating behaviors as defined by us that they
would not think of if they were asked to self-select into the study based on their past behaviors.
Further, in one of the most thorough reviews of cheating research, Blow and Hartnett (2005)
suggested that researchers include participants from all types of relationships and a diversity of
sexual orientations, socioeconomic backgrounds, and ethnicity to establish clarity in prevalence
rates. Limiting our exclusionary criteria helped us to meet these suggestions. Prior to collecting
data, institutional review board approval was obtained for all procedures. Before any data
collection or analysis, we registered the current study with the Open Science Framework
(https://osf.io/5zvba).
Data Cleaning
Missingness
When we began cleaning the data, we included the data of the 78 participants who missed
items due to faulty skip logic. We next calculated the missingness of each variable of interest.
The 13 items that were skipped due to the faulty skip logic had 7.1% of data missing; when
participants who experienced the faulty skip logic were removed, 0% of the data was missing on
these items. We determined the missing data on these 13 items was entirely accounted for by the
faulty skip logic and decided to drop the 78 participants who were impacted by the faulty skip
logic. Before doing so, we ran the regression and t tests of our analyses with and without the 78
participants to ensure dropping them did not significantly impact our outcomes. In each case, the
inclusion of all participants did not impact if the analysis resulted in significance, nor did it
impact the level of significance the analysis achieved. Since deletion of the data did not impact
the analyses significantly and MPlus (which we used for measurement models) treats data as
missing at random (MAR), we decided to drop the 78 participants for our analyses.
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All other variables related to our analyses had missing data less than or equal to 2%,
which is within the generally acceptable range for missingness. As such, all reported analyses
were performed on our sample of 1,020. The demographics of our sample unrelated to our
moderators are given in Table 3; demographics related to our moderators are given in Table 4.
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Table 3
Demographic Data not Including Moderators
n (%)
Sexual Orientation
Bisexual
Heterosexual
Homosexual
Prefer not to say
Other

88 (9%)
892 (88%)
26 (3%)
5 (0.5%)
7 (0.7%)

African American/Black
Asian/Pacific Islander
Hispanic/Latino
Native American or American Indian
White
Other

133 (13%)
50 (5%)
47 (5%)
7 (0.7%)
769 (76%)
12 (1%)

Less than high school degree
High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED)
Some college but no degree
Associate degree
Bachelor’s degree
Graduate degree

3 (0.3%)
93 (9%)
227 (22%)
133 (13%)
390 (38%)
173 (17%)

Employed part-time
Employed full-time
Not employed, looking for work
Not employed, not looking for work
Retired
Disabled, not able to work

192 (19%)
619 (61%)
68 (7%)
66 (6%)
51 (5%)
21 (2%)

Yes
No

850 (83%)
169 (17%)

Ethnicity

Education

Employment

Current Romantic Relationship
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Table 4
Demographic Data for Moderators
n (%)
Biological Sex
Man
Woman
Intersex
Prefer not to say

412 (40%)
603 (59%)
1 (<0.1%)
3 (0.3%)

Gen Z
Millennial
Gen X
Baby Boomer +

111 (11%)
498 (49%)
243 (24%)
142 (14%)

Cheated
Cheated On
Both
Neither

97 (10%)
268 (26%)
455 (45%)
194 (19%)

Age Categories

History with Cheating

Data Assumptions
For our measure, we anticipated many of our variables would not have a normal
distribution. Most of the cheating behaviors included have low base rates and thus we expected
to have the majority of participants not endorsing participation. The result is a positive
distribution for Explicit Behaviors factor items. Our Categorical Judgments items were all
dichotomous, which does not produce a normal distribution. The rest of the items produced
unconcerning distributions without outliers, with the exception of the Age variable. Age had four
outliers on the high end. Ultimately, we decided to keep the outliers as they are because they
appeared to be true outliers and the removal of them only resulted in the mean and standard
deviation going down 0.33 and 0.41 respectively. This suggested the outliers were not
significantly impacting the results, likely due to our large sample size.
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Results
Descriptive Statistics
Explicit Behaviors
Participation in the explicit behaviors included in our scale ranged from 7-64% (see
Table 5). For most behaviors, more participants endorsed engaging in the behavior only once
than participating in it on more than one occasion, though the difference between the two was
usually a difference of less than five percentage points. The main exception was having viewed
pornography alone, which the majority of participants endorsed (64%) and on more than one
occasion (55%). Overall, having viewed pornography alone was the most endorsed behavior
while having paid for sex was the least endorsed behavior (see Table 6 for order of most
participated in behaviors).
Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Participation in Explicit Behaviors
n (%)
Vaginal Intercourse
No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

673 (66%)
179 (18%)
168 (16%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

729 (71%)
148 (15%)
143 (14%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

918 (90%)
62 (6%)
40 (4%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

705 (69%)
221 (22%)
94 (9%)

Oral Intercourse

Anal Intercourse

One-time Sexual Encounter
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Ongoing Sexual
No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

817 (80%)
119 (12%)
84 (8%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

948 (93%)
39 (4%)
33 (3%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

773 (76%)
131 (13%)
116 (11%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

652 (64%)
196 (19%)
172 (17%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

686 (67%)
186 (18%)
148 (15%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

582 (57%)
223 (22%)
215 (21%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

648 (64%)
200 (20%)
172 (17%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

779 (76%)
124 (12%)
117 (11%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

871 (85%)
70 (7%)
79 (8%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

812 (80%)
164 (16%)
44 (4%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

711 (70%)
229 (22%)
80 (8%)

Paid for Sex

Oral Contact Breasts

Sexual Touching

Genital Stimulation

Kissed on Lips

Passionately Kissed

A Date

Multiple Dates

Fell in Love

Emotional Attachment
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Cybersex
No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

894 (88%)
81 (8%)
45 (4%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

910 (89%)
101 (10%)
9 (0.9%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

920 (90%)
78 (8%)
22 (2%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

896 (88%)
90 (9%)
34 (3%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

769 (75%)
179 (18%)
72 (7%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

737 (72%)
220 (22%)
63 (6%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

371 (36%)
86 (8%)
563 (55%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

787 (77%)
128 (13%)
105 (10%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

731 (72%)
143 (14%)
146 (14%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

821 (80%)
122 (12%)
77 (8%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

573 (56%)
192 (19%)
255 (25%)

Masturbated Together

Online Interfered

Emotional Online

Considered New

Specific New

Pornography Alone

Social Media Bond

Large Amounts of Time

Shared Hotel Room

Flirted Stranger
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Routinely Kept Secrets
No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

592 (58%)
186 (18%)
239 (23%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

672 (66%)
169 (17%)
176 (17%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

703 (69%)
224 (22%)
89 (9%)

No participation
Participated once
Participated more than once

728 (71%)
198 (19%)
87 (9%)

Routinely Lied

Hidden Emotional

Hidden Physical
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Table 6
Order of Participation in Explicit Behaviors
Item
Pornography Alone
Flirted Stranger
Kissed on Lips
Routinely Kept Secrets
Passionately Kissed
Sexual Touching
Vaginal Intercourse
Routinely Lied
Genital Stimulation
One-time Sexual Encounter
Hidden Emotional
Emotional Attachment
Oral Intercourse
Large Amounts of Time
Hidden Physical
Specific New
Considered New
Oral Contact Breasts
A Date
Social Media Bond
Fell in Love
Ongoing Sexual
Shared Hotel Room
Multiple Dates
Cybersex
Emotional Online
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Anal Intercourse
Paid for Sex

% Participated
64%
44%
43%
42%
36%
36%
34%
34%
33%
31%
31%
30%
29%
28%
28%
28%
25%
24%
24%
23%
20%
20%
20%
15%
12%
10%
11%
10%
10%
7%

Categorical Judgments
Most behaviors were perceived as cheating by at least 50% of participants (see Table 7).
Vaginal intercourse had the highest number of participants rate it as cheating (87% of

34

participants), while viewing pornography alone had the lowest number of participants rate it as
cheating (25% of participants; see Table 8).
Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Categorical Judgments
n (%)
Vaginal Intercourse
No
Yes

124 (12%)
887 (87%)

No
Yes

132 (13%)
878 (86%)

No
Yes

140 (14%)
868 (85%)

No
Yes

125 (12%)
884 (87%)

No
Yes

136 (13%)
876 (86%)

No
Yes

161 (16%)
848 (83%)

No
Yes

153 (15%)
854 (84%)

No
Yes

143 (14%)
866 (85%)

No
Yes

143 (14%)
867 (85%)

No
Yes

253 (25%)
755 (74%)

No
Yes

150 (15%)
861 (84%)

No
Yes

176 (17%)
833 (82%)

Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse

One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
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Multiple Dates
No
Yes

163 (16%)
846 (83%)

No
Yes

198 (19%)
810 (79%)

No
Yes

293 (29%)
715 (70%)

No
Yes

199 (20%)
809 (79%)

No
Yes

237 (23%)
774 (76%)

No
Yes

199 (20%)
810 (79%)

No
Yes

315 (31%)
689 (68%)

No
Yes

444 (44%)
568 (56%)

No
Yes

432 (42%)
578 (57%)

No
Yes

753 (74%)
258 (25%)

No
Yes

542 (53%)
470 (46%)

No
Yes

545 (53%)
465 (46%)

No
Yes

399 (39%)
610 (60%)

No
Yes

561 (55%)
448 (44%)

No
Yes

599 (59%)
411 (40%)

Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Pornography Alone

Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
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Routinely Lied
No
Yes

563 (55%)
448 (44%)

No
Yes

370 (36%)
642 (63%)

No
Yes

337 (33%)
674 (66%)

Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical
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Table 8
Order of Participants Rating Item as Cheating
Item
Vaginal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Oral Intercourse
Ongoing Sexual
Anal Intercourse
Genital Stimulation
Sexual Touching
Passionately Kissed
Oral Contact Breasts
Paid for Sex
Multiple Dates
A Date
Online Interfered
Fell in Love
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Kissed on Lips
Emotional Attachment
Emotional Online
Hidden Physical
Hidden Emotional
Shared Hotel Room
Specific New
Considered New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Routinely Lied
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Pornography Alone

% Rated as Cheating
87%
87%
86%
86%
85%
85%
85%
84%
84%
83%
83%
82%
79%
79%
79%
76%
74%
70%
68%
66%
63%
60%
57%
56%
46%
46%
44%
44%
40%
25%

Dimensional Judgments
The average severity rating for behaviors ranged from 3.65 – 9.14 (see Table 9), with the
highest average coming from vaginal intercourse and the lowest from viewing pornography
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alone (see Table 10). All behaviors except viewing pornography alone had a modal severity of
10. The highest severity behavior, vaginal intercourse, had 77.72% of participants rate it as
“Extremely serious.” Viewing pornography alone had a modal severity rating of 1 with 44.37%
of participants rating it as “Not at all serious”. This suggests consistency in categorical and
dimensional judgments; behaviors rated highest in severity were consistently rated as cheating.
Table 9
Ratings for Dimensional Judgments
Vaginal Intercourse
Mean
SD
Mode

9.14
2.11
10

Mean
SD
Mode

8.98
2.31
10

Mean
SD
Mode

9.05
2.29
10

Mean
SD
Mode

8.90
2.20
10

Mean
SD
Mode

9.07
2.29
10

Mean
SD
Mode

8.69
2.56
10

Mean
SD
Mode

8.45
2.45
10

Mean
SD
Mode

8.51
2.39
10

Oral Intercourse

Anal Intercourse

One-time Sexual Encounter

Ongoing Sexual

Paid for Sex

Oral Contact Breasts

Sexual Touching
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Genital Stimulation
Mean
SD
Mode

8.63
2.38
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.27
2.82
10

Mean
SD
Mode

8.09
2.46
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.75
2.65
10

Mean
SD
Mode

8.23
2.46
10

Mean
SD
Mode

8.44
2.57
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.67
2.80
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.58
2.80
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.42
2.93
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.93
2.64
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.38
2.87
10

Kissed on Lips

Passionately Kissed

A Date

Multiple Dates

Fell in Love

Emotional Attachment

Cybersex

Masturbated Together

Online Interfered

Emotional Online

40

Considered New
Mean
SD
Mode

6.98
2.92
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.10
2.89
10

Mean
SD
Mode

3.65
3.23
1

Mean
SD
Mode

5.63
3.21
10

Mean
SD
Mode

5.91
3.16
10

Mean
SD
Mode

6.72
3.28
10

Mean
SD
Mode

5.40
3.10
10

Mean
SD
Mode

6.26
3.04
10

Mean
SD
Mode

6.76
3.00
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.00
3.00
10

Mean
SD
Mode

7.18
3.03
10

Specific New

Pornography Alone

Social Media Bond

Large Amounts of Time

Shared Hotel Room

Flirted Stranger

Routinely Kept Secrets

Routinely Lied

Hidden Emotional

Hidden Physical
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Table 10
Order of Severity Ratings
Item
Vaginal Intercourse
Ongoing Sexual
Anal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Paid for Sex
Genital Stimulation
Sexual Touching
Oral Contact Breasts
Fell in Love
Multiple Dates
Passionately Kissed
Online Interfered
A Date
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Emotional Online
Kissed on Lips
Hidden Physical
Specific New
Hidden Emotional
Considered New
Routinely Lied
Shared Hotel Room
Routinely Kept Secrets
Large Amounts of Time
Social Media Bond
Flirted Stranger
Pornography Alone

Mean Rating
9.14
9.07
9.05
8.98
8.90
8.69
8.63
8.51
8.45
8.44
8.23
8.09
7.93
7.75
7.67
7.58
7.42
7.38
7.27
7.18
7.10
7.00
6.98
6.76
6.72
6.26
5.91
5.63
5.40
3.65

Depressive and Anxious Symptoms
Depressive symptoms were assessed using the CESD-SF (Martens et al., 2006) with
acceptable reliability in our sample (α = .84, average inter-item covariance = .07). We analyzed
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the CESD-SF as outlined by Martens and colleagues: the four-point Likert scale was collapsed to
be a dichotomous item indicating the presence or absence of the depressive symptom (response
of 0 coded as 0 and responses 1, 2, and 3 were coded as 1). This leaves the scale with possible
scores from 0-9 with a cut off score for significant depression of ≥5; the mean score for our
sample was 3.64 (SD = 1.86), which is not indicative of significant depression. Anxious
symptoms were assessed using the GAD-7 (Spitzer et al., 2006) with acceptable reliability in our
sample (α = .93, average inter-item covariance = .57). GAD-7 has possible scores from 0-21 with
a cut off of 8 for optimal sensitivity and specificity (Plummer et al., 2016). For our sample, the
mean score was 13.72 (SD = 5.75), which is indicative of significant anxious symptoms.
Relationship Satisfaction
For individuals who indicated they were currently in a romantic relationship, we included
the CSI-4 (Funk & Rogge, 2007), which has a score range of 0-21 with higher scores being
indicative of more satisfaction and scores below 13.5 considered to be notable dissatisfaction. In
our sample the CSI-4 had good reliability (α = .95, average inter-item covariance = 1.28). The
mean for our sample was 18.96 (SD = 4.66) suggesting those in our sample who were in
romantic relationships were satisfied with their relationships.
Other Descriptive Statistics
Though not the main focus of this study, we have included descriptive statistics for items
asking whether participants didn’t participate in the explicit behavior items because they didn’t
have the opportunity (see Table 24 in Appendix F), and how frequently and with how many
partners they engaged in the behavior (see Table 25 in Appendix F). Of note, for all behaviors,
68-86% of participants who did not participate in the behavior reported they did not participate
despite the opportunity to do so.

43

Hypotheses One & Two: Does Our Measurement Model Fit the Data?
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Our first two hypotheses were that defining cheating as including explicit behaviors and
both the categorical and dimensional judgment of those behaviors would fit the data well. To
address these hypotheses, we ran a confirmatory factor analysis for a three-part model with
Explicit Behaviors, Categorical Judgments, and Dimensional Judgments as our latent variables
with the two judgments factors correlated (see Figure 1). Each latent factor contained the same
30 item prompts, but the response options were different for each factor: Explicit Behaviors has
three response options, Categorical Judgments has two, and Dimensional Judgments has 10.
While it is common to use exploratory factor analysis in the beginning stages of measure
creation, we chose to do a confirmatory factor analysis because we had an a priori hypothesis.
We evaluated model fit using the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; RMSEA
<0.08 indicates adequate fit) to measure parsimony, comparative fit index (CFI; CFI >0.95
indicates good fit) and Tucker-Lewis index to measure correlation between items against a null
model (TLI; TLI >0.95 indicates good fit), and standardized root mean square residual to assess
fit relative to alternative matrices (SRMR; SRMR <0.08 indicates good fit).
Our three-factor model (Explicit Behaviors, Categorical Judgments, and Dimensional
Judgments; see Figure 1) produced mixed fit indices with a significant chi-square (19968.00, df
= 3912, p = 0.00) and inadequate CFI, TLI, and SRMR (CFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.94; SRMR = 0.12)
but an adequate RMSEA (RMSEA = 0.06). Item loadings for the Explicit Behaviors factor
ranged from 0.255 - 0.939. All but one item (item relating to viewing pornography alone) had
loadings above 0.40. Item loadings for the Categorical Judgments factor ranged from 0.234 0.984, with only one item (relating to viewing pornography alone) having a loading below 0.40.
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Item loadings for the Dimensional Judgments factor ranged from 0.373 - 0.976, with all items
but one (item relating to viewing pornography alone) loading above 0.40 (see Table 11 for factor
loadings). The correlation between the two judgments factors was r = 0.53.
Table 11
Original Three Factor Model CFA Factor Loadings
Factor Loading
Explicit Behaviors
Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Pornography Use
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

0.845
0.859
0.705
0.782
0.822
0.605
0.834
0.932
0.939
0.938
0.939
0.876
0.934
0.773
0.707
0.690
0.643
0.675
0.644
0.784
0.776
0.255
0.432
0.650
0.679
0.548
0.697
0.688
0.764
0.741
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Categorical Judgments
Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Pornography Use
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

0.982
0.984
0.978
0.972
0.979
0.937
0.976
0.968
0.982
0.767
0.947
0.901
0.959
0.894
0.859
0.917
0.876
0.920
0.846
0.812
0.831
0.234
0.748
0.647
0.701
0.587
0.771
0.731
0.808
0.811

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation

0.971
0.960
0.973
0.928
0.976
0.865
0.925
0.959
0.961

Dimensional Judgments
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Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Pornography Use
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical
Note. All loadings are significant at the 0.01 level.

0.789
0.864
0.883
0.901
0.844
0.825
0.903
0.888
0.870
0.869
0.895
0.897
0.373
0.766
0.775
0.753
0.675
0.833
0.819
0.878
0.853

As the items concerning viewing pornography alone consistently loaded poorly for each
factor, all instances of this item were removed. This improved model fit, although the results
were still mixed with significant chi-square and inadequate SRMR and TLI (18786.978, df =
3651, p = 0.00; SRMR = 0.12; TLI = 0.94) but adequate CFI and RMSEA (CFI = 0.95; RMSEA
= 0.06). Item loadings for the Explicit Behaviors factor ranged from 0.431 - 0.939. Item loadings
for the Categorical Judgments factor ranged from 0.579 - 0.984. Item loadings for the
Dimensional Judgments factor ranged from 0.669 - 0.976 (see Table 14 for factor loadings). The
correlation between the two judgments factors was r = 0.53.
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Table 12
Final Three Factor Model CFA Standardized Factor Loadings
Factor Loading
Explicit Behaviors
Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

0.845
0.859
0.707
0.782
0.823
0.606
0.834
0.932
0.939
0.938
0.939
0.877
0.935
0.774
0.707
0.690
0.642
0.675
0.646
0.784
0.775
0.431
0.649
0.679
0.545
0.696
0.687
0.765
0.742

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual

0.982
0.984
0.978
0.972
0.980

Categorical Judgments
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Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

0.938
0.976
0.968
0.982
0.767
0.947
0.901
0.959
0.894
0.859
0.918
0.876
0.920
0.845
0.809
0.830
0.744
0.643
0.699
0.579
0.768
0.729
0.808
0.812

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex

0.971
0.961
0.973
0.928
0.976
0.865
0.926
0.959
0.961
0.789
0.865
0.883
0.901
0.845
0.825
0.903

Dimensional Judgments
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Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical
Note. All loadings are significant at the 0.01 level.

0.887
0.871
0.869
0.895
0.897
0.761
0.773
0.751
0.669
0.832
0.819
0.878
0.853

Our three factors have the same item prompt with different response options. As a result,
we chose to pair the item prompts across factors (i.e., the explicit, categorical, and dimensional
ratings for the behavior “vaginal intercourse” are correlated) for a modified CFA model.
However, doing so created dependency between items that made model convergence impossible.
After removing these correlations between paired error terms, we used software generated
modification indices to improve model fit. We determined to make the following modifications
that seemed theoretically justified, as well as being statistically impactful: correlating error terms
for Categorical Judgments items related to routinely lying and routinely keeping secrets and
correlating error terms for Dimensional Judgments items relating to cybersex and masturbating
together over the internet, items related to considering a new relationship and a specific new
relationship, items related to hiding physical and emotional attachments, and items relating to
routinely lying and routinely keeping secrets. Correlating these error terms all resulted in a large
decrease in chi-square (all decreases were greater than 200). Additionally, these items are
conceptually very similar. For example, cybersex and masturbating over the internet actually
overlap in definition, thus, it is likely the error in responses to those items are related. We chose
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not to correlate any error terms in the Explicit Behaviors factor as there was not sufficient
statistical justification and including more correlations would further complicate the model.
We then re-ran our CFA with these changes in place but were unable to achieve model
convergence. For the aforementioned identified models, the fit statistics suggest our model is
parsimonious (adequate RMSEA) and our model fits much better than a null model (adequate
TLI and CFI) but is not optimal. The significant chi-square is unsurprising as chi-square is
consistently significant in large sample sizes. However, the poor SRMR suggests there are
important associations missing in our current model. To explore some possible associations, we
decided to use Exploratory Structural Equation Modeling (ESEM).
ESEM
Marsh and colleagues (2020) argue the use of ESEM as a viable alternative that balances
parsimony with flexibility in comparison to the highly flexible EFA and the parsimonious CFA
(Marsh et al., 2020). ESEM allows all of the items to load onto each factor while keeping the
structure held constant. Additionally, a specific type of ESEM, Set-ESEM, allows for the same
possibility of cross-loading of items, but only according to researcher specifications. In other
words, using ESEM it is possible to allow some of the items to load onto multiple factors while
ensuring other items only load onto a specific factor. In our measure, the text of the items are the
same for every factor and only the response options differ. As such, it makes theoretical sense to
use Full-ESEM to explore if all of the items should be allowed to cross-load on factors.
Additionally, the items for the two judgment factors may be even more closely related as the
items are all asking the participant to make a judgment in the moment rather than report on past
behavior. The use of Set-ESEM in addition to the Full-ESEM would allow us to explore this
additional theoretical model because it allows us to explore the possibility of the items for the

51

two judgments factors loading onto both the Categorical and Dimensional Judgments factors
while keeping the Explicit Behaviors factor only explained by the explicit behavior items. This
model in particular is important for us to explore because the results can provide information on
our theory that there are two distinct but related processes in making a judgment about a cheating
behavior. For example, if many of the items cross-load strongly, it would suggest there is less
differentiation between the two factors than we hypothesized. As a result, we chose to analyze
the data using a Full-ESEM model and Set-ESEM model to determine if they fit better than our
CFA model described above.
Full-ESEM. We first analyzed the originally hypothesized three factor model that
includes all 87 items and has no correlated error terms. We chose to not include the items related
to viewing pornography as they consistently performed poorly. In this analysis, rather than being
constrained to one factor as in a CFA, all items were allowed to cross load on all three factors
outlined by our SEM model. Like EFA, ESEM is rotated for a more interpretable and simple
structure. We chose to use a geomin oblique rotation because our items are all categorical or
binary. Fit indices for the full model were overall poor with a significant chi-square (23856.665,
df = 3483, p = 0.00) and inadequate CFI, TLI, SRMR (CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.92; SRMR = 0.11),
and adequate RMSEA (RMSEA = 0.07). The Full-ESEM provided a worse fit than the standard
CFA model. Interestingly, the last ten Categorical Judgments items loaded more strongly onto
the Dimensional Judgments factor (see Table 13). These items are the more ambiguous items on
our measure and were generally items that were considered to be less serious, suggesting the
categorical judgment of these ambiguous behaviors is different than the more serious behaviors.
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Table 13
Full-SEM Factor Loadings
Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

0.855*
0.855*
0.640*
0.775*
0.834*
0.542*
0.937*
0.937*
0.947*
0.938*
0.945*
0.881*
0.946*
0.756*
0.644*
0.684*
0.616*
0.679*
0.599*
0.732*
0.727*
0.350*
0.584*
0.663*
0.474*
0.626*
0.650*
0.732*
0.720*

-0.037
0.009
-0.286
0.038
-0.051
-0.195
0.046
0.133
0.071
0.138
0.105
-0.004
0.009
0.112
0.275
0.052
0.016
-0.032
0.023
0.257
0.301
0.179
0.157
-0.021
0.290
0.379
0.293
0.289
0.215

0.143
0.061
0.044
0.038
0.141
-0.022
0.092
0.058
0.092
0.048
0.072
0.107
0.126
0.004
-0.128
0.040
-0.022
0.082
-0.048
-0.136
-0.120
-0.168
-0.125
0.049
-0.166
-0.147
-0.064
-0.057
-0.007

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual

0.011
0.018
-0.008
-0.005
0.350

0.972*
0.957*
0.980*
0.992*
0.980*

0.028
0.057
0.006
-0.022
0.018

Explicit Behaviors

Categorical Judgments
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Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

-0.112
-0.027
0.023
-0.001
-0.005
0.005
-0.041
-0.024
0.119
0.164
-0.073
-0.075
0.024
0.127
0.226
0.222
0.108
0.192
0.176
0.178
0.445
0.438
0.227
0.177

0.931*
0.939*
0.947*
0.961*
0.661*
0.899*
0.820*
0.931*
0.798*
0.560*
0.830*
0.805*
0.796*
0.508*
0.231
0.276
0.140
0.035
0.282
0.026
-0.283
-0.259
0.319
0.392

0.006
0.066
0.052
0.045
0.167
0.096
0.134
0.059
0.197
0.419
0.137
0.114
0.212
0.436
0.620*
0.611*
0.588*
0.588*
0.476*
0.529*
0.880*
0.828*
0.563*
0.508*

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex

-0.443
-0.440
-0.429
-0.446
-0.403
-0.392
-0.427
-0.590
-0.460
-0.266
-0.307
-0.286
-0.276
-0.165
-0.048
-0.356

0.435
0.420
0.437
0.374
0.420
0.336
0.255
0.237
0.460
0.007
0.069
0.100
0.054
0.087
-0.082
0.024

0.490*
0.495*
0.502*
0.497*
0.537*
0.495*
0.602*
0.629*
0.625*
0.705*
0.733*
0.795*
0.795*
0.770*
0.879*
0.773*

Dimensional Judgments
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Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical
*Indicates the largest factor loading for that item.

-0.349
-0.215
-0.118
-0.050
-0.041
-0.025
0.024
0.009
-0.089
0.069
0.091
-0.005
0.000

0.011
-0.025
-0.132
-0.358
0.352
-0.350
-0.338
-0.174
-0.285
-0.531
-0.498
-0.326
-0.317

0.764*
0.838*
0.921*
1.048*
1.051*
0.939*
0.959*
0.864*
0.806*
1.062*
1.048*
1.032*
1.008*

Set-ESEM. Set-ESEM allows for partial cross-loading of items according to researcher
specifications. For our model, the Explicit Behaviors factor was explained by only the 29 explicit
behavior items. The 58 judgment items were allowed to load onto both the Categorical and
Dimensional Judgments factors. Again, the fit indices for the full model were overall poor with a
significant chi-square (19206.30, df = 3595, p = 0.00) and inadequate CFI, TLI, SRMR (CFI =
0.94; TLI = 0.94; SRMR = 0.12), and adequate RMSEA (RMSEA = 0.06). All of the items
loaded most strongly onto the factor they were written for (see Table 14). The Full-ESEM and
Set-ESEM provided similar fit to each other, and both performed more poorly than the standard
CFA model outlined previously. In other words, while the three factors share the same item
prompts, they represent three distinct factors, as evidenced by most factors being best explained
by only the items designed for them, even when the items were free to load on all factors. The
pattern of fit (significant chi-square, poor SRMR, okay CFI and TLI, and adequate RMSEA) was
consistent across all the models we analyzed.
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Table 14
Set-SEM Factor Loadings
Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

1.005*
0.993*
1.009*
1.016*
1.015*

-0.043
-0.017
-0.058
-0.083
-0.066

Explicit Behaviors
Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

0.845
0.859
0.703
0.782
0.822
0.604
0.834
0.932
0.939
0.939
0.939
0.877
0.934
0.774
0.709
0.687
0.640
0.674
0.645
0.785
0.776
0.432
0.651
0.680
0.547
0.697
0.687
0.765
0.742

Categorical Judgments
Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
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Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

0.941*
0.971*
0.985*
0.993*
0.820*
0.946*
0.860*
0.967*
0.888*
0.729*
0.8369*
0.839*
0.870*
0.693*
0.639*
0.669*
0.457*
0.378*
0.489*
0.353*
0.667*
0.674*
0.609*
0.615*

0.003
0.012
-0.029
-0.021
0.081
0.011
0.077
-0.007
0.028
0.187
0.090
0.073
0.094
0.207
0.213
0.209
0.308
0.269
0.237
0.224
0.116
0.064
0.243
0.247

0.341
0.340
0.373
0.291
0.363
0.271
0.191
0.155
0.165
0.015
0.062
0.042
0.082
0.130
0.019
0.048

0.762*
0.753*
0.742*
0.754*
0.752*
0.702*
0.820*
0.877*
0.873*
0.786*
0.837*
0.866*
0.862*
0.777*
0.820*
0.882*

Dimensional Judgments
Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
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Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical
*Indicates the largest factor loading for that item.

0.030
0.037
-0.024
-0.245
-0.246
-0.168
-0.161
-0.043
-0.139
-0.384
-0.371
-0.186
-0.181

0.875*
0.857*
0.886*
1.005*
1.009*
0.854*
0.861*
0.779*
0.753*
0.995*
0.978*
0.967*
0.941*

Further Analysis
With all of the models we tried failing to provide optimal fit, we had a few options. One,
we could use parceling to simplify our model, which is complex with the 87 items. Little and
colleagues (2002) outline some of the reasons for parceling including higher reliability, higher
communality, larger common-to-unique variance ratio, and lower likelihood of violation of
distributional assumption violations when using aggregate-level data over item-level data.
Additionally, use of parcels requires fewer parameters to define a construct which lowers the
chance for correlated residuals and dual loadings and can reduce sampling error. One of the main
arguments against use of parceling deal with the dimensionality of a construct; specifically, some
researchers have suggested parceling should only be considered when the measure is
unidimensional because the use of multidimensional parcels can provide biased loading
estimates and make interpretation increasingly difficult (Little et al., 2002). The original intent of
the current study was to create a measure that included six dimensions of behavior and thus the
measure was intentionally multidimensional, making parceling an inappropriate choice for this
study.
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Another option was to continue to make software suggested modifications to our model
in an attempt to increase the SRMR and overall fit of the model. We decided against doing this
as we felt we already included the modifications that made both statistical and theoretical sense
for our model. Additionally, we did not want to further increase the likelihood of Type I error
with continued model analyses. We feel instead of attempting to somewhat arbitrarily make our
model work, the best choice is to build and change our theory of cheating based on what we
learned in this study. Some of the changes to the measure that make sense based on the data and
our theory would require the collection of new data because they change the measure itself, not
just how it is analyzed. For example, the items relating to routinely lying and routinely keeping
secrets were consistently very highly correlated and it was also consistently suggested the error
terms be correlated. As such, it may be better to combine these items into one (e.g., “I have
routinely lied or kept secrets from my partner”) and changing item wording would require
collection of new data. Any future exploration of the model through EFA or confirmation of
adjustments to a theorized model would best be done with a newly collected set of data.
Our hypotheses were partially supported as our originally hypothesized model provided
the best fit to the data of the models we analyzed. In other words, even with all three factors
having the same item prompts, the three factors are distinct as we hypothesized, while all being
related to the larger idea of cheating. Still, the measure needs to be adjusted in order for it to
function optimally.
Reliability of Factors
Because each of our factors had different response options, we calculated internal
consistency for each factor instead of reliability of the whole measure together. For the Explicit
Behaviors factor, we calculated Cronbach’s alpha and found good reliability (α = .94, average
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inter-item covariance = 0.14). The Categorical Judgments factor is dichotomous, so we
calculated Kuder-Richardson 20 and found good reliability (KR20 = 0.95). We calculated
Cronbach’s alpha for the Dimensional Judgments factor and found good internal consistency (α
= .97, average inter-item covariance = 4.24).
Research Question One: Biological Sex, History with Cheating, and Age as Moderators of
the Three Factor Model
Our original plan was to analyze the group differences of the full three factor model
hypothesized. However, MPlus cannot run configural invariance on a model unless all of the
categorical response options are the same for each item. Since we have different response
options for each factor, we chose to analyze the group differences for each factor individually.
To do so, we first ran a CFA for each factor without separating out the groups, with the items
relating to viewing pornography removed from each factor. Fit indices for our Explicit Behaviors
factor were poor with a significant chi-square (4837.054, df = 377, p = 0.00) and inadequate CFI,
TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR (CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.10; SRMR = 0.12). Item
loadings for the Explicit Behaviors factor ranged from 0.41 - 0.941 (see Table 15). Fit indices for
our Categorical Judgments factor were mixed with a significant chi-square (4718.407, df = 377,
p = 0.00) and inadequate RMSEA AND SRMR (RMSEA = 0.10; SRMR = 0.18) but adequate
CFI and TLI (CFI = 0.97; TLI = 0.96). Item loadings for the Categorical Judgments factor
ranged from 0.556 - 0.985 (see Table 16). Fit indices for our Dimensional Judgments factor were
poor with a significant chi-square (10664.487, df = 377, p = 0.00) and inadequate CFI, TLI,
RMSEA, and SRMR (CFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.94; RMSEA = 0.16; SRMR = 0.11). Item loadings for
the Dimensional Judgments factor ranged from 0.673 - 0.975 (see Table 17).
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Table 15
CFA for Explicit Behaviors Alone

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

Factor Loadings
0.849
0.855
0.621
0.778
0.825
0.530
0.838
0.934
0.941
0.940
0.940
0.940
0.877
0.936
0.778
0.713
0.689
0.615
0.671
0.623
0.779
0.782
0.410
0.636
0.674
0.542
0.703
0.778
0.756
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Table 16
CFA for Categorical Judgments Alone

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

Factor Loadings
0.984
0.985
0.981
0.976
0.983
0.938
0.975
0.971
0.982
0.761
0.949
0.985
0.962
0.901
0.842
0.913
0.873
0.917
0.826
0.813
0.833
0.703
0.611
0.657
0.556
0.797
0.774
0.793
0.783
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Table 17
CFA for Dimensional Judgments Alone

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

Factor Loadings
0.971
0.959
0.972
0.927
0.975
0.861
0.925
0.960
0.961
0.792
0.866
0.885
0.899
0.937
0.823
0.902
0.889
0.868
0.867
0.898
0.901
0.762
0.776
0.747
0.673
0.841
0.830
0.878
0.854

For biological sex, we used “men” and “women” as our categories. In our demographic
questions the response options for biological sex also included “Intersex” and “Prefer not to
say”, but only four participants selected those options, so they were removed from the analyses.
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Configural invariance for biological sex was significant for all three factors (Explicit Behaviors
chi-square 4732.246, df = 754, p = 0.00; Categorical Judgments chi-square 4725.389, df = 754, p
= 0.00; Dimensional Judgments chi-square 11504.533, df = 754, p = 0.00) suggesting that the
model is not the same for men and women (see Table 18 for factor loadings for Explicit
Behaviors, Table 19 for factor loadings for Categorical Judgments, and Table 20 for factor
loadings for Dimensional Judgments). This was further supported, as outlined below, by
significant differences in means for each of our three factors.
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Table 18
Biological Sex Configural Invariance Factor Loadings for Explicit Behaviors

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

Men
1.00
1.14
0.52
0.86
0.91
0.35
1.65
1.65
1.67
1.68
1.69
1.29
1.98
0.62
0.56
0.63
0.43
0.62
0.49
0.72
0.71
0.30
0.55
0.73
0.47
0.63
0.61
0.85
0.67

Women
1.00
0.86
0.43
0.64
0.87
0.58
0.60
1.49
1.60
1.60
1.63
0.94
1.33
0.90
0.69
0.47
0.46
0.44
0.45
0.77
0.80
0.24
0.47
0.43
0.33
0.60
0.58
0.74
0.73
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Table 19
Biological Sex Configural Invariance Factor Loadings for Categorical Judgments

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

Men
1.00
1.08
0.95
0.87
1.06
0.43
1.05
0.76
1.19
0.24
0.56
0.44
0.67
0.41
0.35
0.40
0.30
0.45
0.31
0.29
0.32
0.19
0.13
0.16
0.15
0.27
0.24
0.29
0.28

Women
1.00
1.19
1.10
1.02
0.98
0.72
1.09
1.00
0.94
0.26
0.82
0.43
1.00
0.52
0.33
0.63
0.56
0.59
0.33
0.31
0.34
0.23
0.19
0.21
0.14
0.31
0.30
0.28
0.28
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Table 20
Biological Sex Configural Invariance Factor Loadings for Dimensional Judgments

Vaginal Intercourse
Oral Intercourse
Anal Intercourse
One-time Sexual Encounter
Ongoing Sexual
Paid for Sex
Oral Contact with Breasts
Sexual Touching
Genital Stimulation
Kissed on Lips
Passionately Kissed
A Date
Multiple Dates
Fell in Love
Emotional Attachment
Cybersex
Masturbated Together
Online Interfered
Emotional Online
Considered New
Specific New
Social Media Bond
Large Amounts of Time
Shared Hotel Room
Flirted Stranger
Routinely Kept Secrets
Routinely Lied
Hidden Emotional
Hidden Physical

Men
1.00
1.06
0.91
0.97
1.07
0.47
0.79
1.00
1.00
0.35
0.51
0.60
0.67
0.43
0.43
0.54
0.50
0.50
0.51
0.62
0.63
0.29
0.32
0.31
0.27
0.40
0.37
0.52
0.47

Women
1.00
1.37
1.35
0.77
2.09
0.62
0.78
1.20
1.30
0.47
0.60
0.65
0.69
0.53
0.48
0.74
0.70
0.61
0.59
0.71
0.73
0.45
0.44
0.40
0.32
0.55
0.55
0.62
0.55

We were unable to analyze history with cheating and age as moderating variables for our
three factors because both moderators had categories with empty data. For example, no one in
our GenZ age group answered that they had online emotional relationships on more than one
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occasion. In order to address this, we would need to change the response options for the factors,
which would change the model we were testing. We were still interested in the impact of age and
history with cheating on our factors and decided to pivot to analyzing age and history with
cheating using t-tests and ANOVAs, as we already planned to do for biological sex per research
question two.
Research Question Two: Analysis of Biological Sex, History with Cheating, and Age on
Each Factor
To determine if biological sex, age, or history with cheating were significant moderators,
we ran independent samples t-tests for biological sex and ANOVAs for age cohort and history
with cheating for each of the three factors. As stated above, for biological sex we used “men”
and “women” as our groups. For age cohorts, we created categories based on standard social
generations (i.e., GenZ, Millennials, GenX, and Boomers+) rather than stage of life (i.e.,
emerging adults, middle age, etc.) because it allowed for more equal groups (see Table 4). For
history with cheating, we used “transgressor only”, “victim only”, “both transgressor and victim”
(shortened to “both” in tables), and “neither transgressor nor victim” (shortened to “neither” in
tables) as our categories.
Explicit Behaviors
We first wanted to determine if biological sex impacted overall prevalence rates of
cheating behaviors and in prevalence rates of specific explicit behaviors. To analyze biological
sex, we completed independent samples t-tests. Overall, men’s endorsement was significantly
higher than women’s (t = 3.65, p = 0.0001). When we created a new variable that combined the
“Participated in this behavior on one occasion” and “Participated in this behavior on more than
one occasion” response options, men still endorsed a higher number of behaviors; however, the
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difference was not significant (t = 0.48, p = 0.32). On an item level, 16 items were endorsed
significantly more by men and one item was endorsed significantly more by women (see Table
21).
Table 21
T-tests for Explicit Behavior Items by Biological Sex
Men

Women

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

t-test

p

Vaginal Intercourse

0.55

0.78

0.48

0.75

1.42

0.16

Oral Intercourse

0.59

0.81

0.32

0.73

6.08 0.00**

Anal Intercourse

0.24

0.56

0.07

0.01

5.72 0.00**

One-time Sexual Encounter 0.49

0.72

0.34

0.60

3.64 0.00**

Ongoing Sexual

0.33

0.64

0.25

0.58

1.84

Paid for Sex

0.22

0.55

0.03

0.21

7.67 0.00**

Oral Contact with Breasts

0.57

0.80

0.22

0.53

8.35 0.00**

Sexual Touching

0.66

0.81

0.45

0.72

4.27 0.00**

Genital Stimulation

0.57

0.78

0.41

0.70

3.35 0.00**

Kissed on Lips

0.69

0.82

0.61

0.80

1.56

0.12

Passionately Kissed

0.60

0.78

0.49

0.76

2.17

0.03*

A Date

0.41

0.72

0.31

0.65

2.33

0.02*

Multiple Dates

0.29

0.64

0.18

0.52

2.95 0.00**

Fell in Love

0.25

0.54

0.24

0.51

0.33

0.74

Emotional Attachment

0.37

0.61

0.39

0.64

-0.62

0.53

Cybersex

0.23

0.55

0.13

0.41

3.30 0.00**

Masturbated Together

0.17

0.42

0.08

0.28

3.64 0.00**

Online Interfered

0.16

0.44

0.09

0.34

2.57 0.01**

Emotional Online

0.20

0.51

0.13

0.40

2.57 0.01**

0.65
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Considered New

0.32

0.59

0.32

0.60

-0.01

0.99

Specific New

0.33

0.58

0.35

0.60

-0.37

0.71

Social Media Bond

0.35

0.67

0.32

0.64

0.86

0.39

Large Amounts of Time

0.42

0.71

0.43

0.74

-0.24

0.81

Shared Hotel Room

0.33

0.63

0.23

0.56

2.48 0.01**

Flirted Stranger

0.76

0.87

0.65

0.83

2.05

0.04*

Routinely Kept Secrets

0.65

0.83

0.66

0.84

-0.15

0.88

Routinely Lied

0.57

0.79

0.48

0.76

1.82

0.07

Hidden Emotional

0.35

0.62

0.43

0.66

-2.05

0.04*

Hidden Physical

0.40

0.67

0.35

0.62

1.39

0.16

*Significant at 0.05 level; **Significant at 0.01 level
To analyze age cohorts, we completed an ANOVA; there were no significant differences
between the age groups specified (F = .1.13, p = .34). The ANOVA for history with cheating was
significant (F = 129.14, p = 0.000). The “transgressor only” and “both” groups both had high
means (M = 16.39 and M = 16.38, respectively) in comparison to “victim only” and “neither”
groups (M = 3.27 and M = 3.54, respectively; see Table 22). Of note, many individuals who did
not report cheating in the self-report question indicated they had participated in some of the
behaviors, even with the most commonly cited behavior (viewing pornography alone) removed
from the analyses. Men endorsed a higher number of behaviors, but all of the age cohorts
reported participating in a similar number of behaviors.
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Table 22
Means for Factors Broken Down by Moderator Groups
Mean
Explicit Behaviors
Men
Women
GenZ
Millennial
GenX
Boomers+
Transgressor Only
Victim Only
Both
Neither

12.02
9.43
8.49
10.51
10.63
10.90
16.39
3.27
16.38
3.54

Men
Women
GenZ
Millennial
GenX
Boomers+
Transgressor Only
Victim Only
Both
Neither

19.76
21.22
20.62
19.41
20.95
21.70
20.58
20.89
21.01
18.83

Men
Women
GenZ
Millennial
GenX
Boomers+
Transgressor Only
Victim Only
Both
Neither

179.23
195.44
184.72
183.72
194.67
196.10
187.74
197.34
185.39
186.68

Categorical Judgments

Dimensional Judgments
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Categorical Judgments
To analyze biological sex, we completed independent samples t-tests. Women rated
significantly more items as cheating than men (t = -2.83, p = 0.002). To analyze age cohorts and
history with cheating, we ran two separate ANOVAs. There was no significant difference
between age cohort groups (F = 1.05, p = 0.38) but the ANOVA for history with cheating was
significant (F = 2.99, p = 0.02). The greatest difference between means was between the “both”
group (M = 21.01) and the “neither” group (M = 18.83; see Table 22). In our sample, women and
those who have experienced cheating as both transgressor and victim rated more items as
cheating.
Dimensional Judgments
To analyze biological sex, we completed independent samples t-tests. Women rated the
items to be significantly more serious than men (t = -3.91, p = 0.000). To analyze age cohorts
and history with cheating, we ran two separate ANOVAs. There was a significant difference
between age cohorts (F = 2.67, p = 0.03). The greatest difference between means was between
Millennials (M = 183.49) and Boomers+ (M = 196.10; see Table 22). The ANOVA for history
with cheating was not significant (F = 2.00, p = 0.09). In our sample, women and older
participants rated behaviors to be more serious.
Research Question Three: Associations Between Distress and History with Cheating
For research question three concerning the relationship between history with cheating and
distress, we computed regressions for history with cheating and depressive and anxious
symptoms. History with cheating was not significant for either depressive symptoms (F = 0.17, p
= 0.68; see Table 23) or anxious symptoms (F = 0.09, p = 0.76; see Table 23). For those
participants who indicated being in a relationship, we ran a regression between history with
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cheating and relationship satisfaction. History with cheating was not significant in relationship
satisfaction (F = 1.15, p = 0.28; see Table 23). These suggest that in our population, level of
distress was not significantly associated with a history with cheating or of having been cheated
on, despite previous research finding the opposite.
Table 23
Regression Output for History with Cheating

Depressive Symptoms

Coefficient Std. Error t
P 95% Confidence Interval
0.002
0.006 0.41 0.679
-0.009
0.014

Anxious Symptoms

0.002

0.005

0.31 0.76

-0.008

0.012

Relationship Satisfaction

0.007

0.007

1.07 0.285

-0.006

0.020

Discussion
The goal of this project was to examine whether cheating manifests as multifaceted and
dimensional. Additionally, we wanted to explore if our measure would echo findings in previous
research on cheating regarding biological sex, age, history with cheating, and distress.
Model Outcomes
The fit statistics for our model suggest that we are on the right track but are missing
important details. Once we removed the poorly performing pornography items, our model had
adequate CFI, TLI, and RMSEA, but poor chi-square and SRMR. We theorized cheating
included three distinct factors, but since we used the same item prompts for all three factors, we
expected them to be highly related. The assumption that they were highly related guided our
attempts to modify the model, including pairing the error terms with the same item prompts
across factors, correlating error terms within factors, allowing for cross loading of items on
factors, and fitting each factor separately. None of the subsequent models produced better fit than
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our original three factor model once the pornography items were removed. Our theory that
measurement of cheating should include the explicit behaviors and both categorical and
dimensional judgments as one measure was largely supported; after multiple attempts to modify
the structure, we believe future modifications should focus on the items themselves rather than
on the structure of the model.
Specifically, there are items that could be collapsed or removed without sacrificing the
range of severity of items needed for the scale. The items concerning cybersex and masturbating
together over the internet could be combined, starting a new relationship and a new relationship
with a specific person could be combined, routinely lying and routinely keeping secrets could be
combined, and hiding previous emotional and physical relationships could be combined. Other
items, such as items relating to going on one date and multiple dates, as well as kissing and
passionate kissing, also have overlap in definition, but these items represent the varying levels of
severity in our scale. This aspect of dimensionality is especially important as individuals reported
they would be less distressed and more likely to forgive a one-time offense than an ongoing
relationship (Gunderson & Ferrari, 2008). Some other poorly performing items (such as social
media bond) could be eliminated but doing so would take away from the dimensionality of the
measure. Our measure is useful in part because it has items that range in severity, so future
modifications to the measure will require balancing dimensionality with improving fit.
Our findings indicate cheating can be conceptualized as a multidimensional construct and
can be characterized not just by the behaviors, but by the degree of the severity of the behavior
as well. Scales exist for each of our three factors separately (see Docan-Morgan & Docan, 2007;
Drigotas et al., 1999; Kruger et al., 2013; Luo et al., 2010; Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a;
Thornton & Nagurney, 2011; Whitty, 2003; Wilson et al., 2011), but to our knowledge ours is
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the first to combine the three into one measure. The three factors proved to be distinct but were
related in that the behaviors that were rated the most serious had the highest amount of
agreement that they were cheating and were on the lower end of the frequency of behaviors our
participants endorsed engaging in. In other words, the more serious the behavior, the more
people agreed it was cheating and the less likely they were to have engaged in the behavior. This
suggests there is an interaction between cheating behaviors and both types of judgments. But,
when the items were allowed to cross load, most items only loaded strongly on the factors they
were designed for, providing evidence for their differentiation as well. In one of our analyses the
more ambiguous items in the Categorical Judgments factor loaded strongly onto the Dimensional
Judgments factor; this may suggest that for ambiguous items the judgment of whether they are
cheating is more closely tied to the judgment of the severity of the items. Taken together, this
suggests that to understand cheating we need to take into account not just what a person has
done, but also how they think about the behavior.
We aimed to include items that ranged in severity and agreement as to if they were
cheating. Once the pornography item was removed, all of the items were in the middle to upper
range of severity. In addition, all of the items had over a third of participants rate them as
cheating. In other words, the items chosen for our scale represented our desired range of
behaviors from not serious and ambiguous behaviors to serious behaviors that most people
define as cheating. For many years, vaginal intercourse was the lone definition of cheating (Luo
et al., 2010). As such, it was unsurprising that vaginal intercourse was the item that had the
highest number of people rate it as cheating and that had the highest mean of severity. With the
exception of the item “fell in love”, all of the top rated items in terms of mean severity and
endorsement as cheating were physical behaviors, which is consistent with previous research that
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most individuals find physical behaviors to be more distressing, and thus more serious (Leeker &
Carlozzi, 2014; Scelza et al., 2020) and rate more involved or physical acts as cheating (DocanMorgan & Docan, 2007). Interestingly, not all of our participants rated vaginal intercourse as
cheating; this suggests it is even more important to have a definition of cheating that includes a
variety of items because not everyone agrees on even the most basic definition. In fact, one of
the most consistent takeaways from our results is that there is a wide range of behavior that
individuals consider to be cheating and any definition and measure of cheating should allow for
that flexibility. It would be impossible to include every possible cheating behavior in a scale.
However, our measure appears to have done an adequate job of including behaviors that could
serve as a “type” of other behaviors that are similar in action and severity.
Moderators
Biological Sex
Biological sex was the most consistently impactful moderator and the moderator with
results most consistent with previous research. For each of the three factors in our measure,
biological sex was a significant moderator. Men reported participating in more cheating
behaviors, most of which were physical behaviors. These findings are consistent with previous
research showing that men cheat more often than women (Allen & Baucom, 2004; Atkins et al.,
2001; Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983; Spanier & Margolis, 1983; Wiggins & Lederer, 1984) and
that their cheating tends to be more physical than emotional (Braithwaite, Aaron, et al., 2015;
Braithwaite, Coulson, et al., 2015; Fielder & Carey, 2010; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008).
Also consistent with previous research were our results of how biological sex impacted
judgments. In our sample women rated more things as cheating and their ratings of the severity
of the behaviors were significantly higher as well, which is consistent with previous research
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(Thompson & O’Sullivan, 2016a; Thornton & Nagurney, 2011). Generally, women find all types
of cheating more distressing than men do (Gunderson & Ferrari, 2008; Leeker & Carlozzi,
2014), which fits with our findings because if you consider more things to be cheating you are
also likely to be distressed by a broader range of potential cheating behaviors.
The most common explanation for why women are more distressed and rate more things
as cheating stems from evolutionary theory. Buss and colleagues (1992) used forced-choice
hypothetical scenarios and found women endorsed a higher rate of distress related to emotional
cheating than men and men endorsed a higher rate of distress related to physical cheating than
women. They explained this phenomenon by positing that men fear women’s sexual cheating
because they cannot guarantee any offspring would be theirs while women fear men’s emotional
cheating because an emotional commitment to another woman would take away resources
needed for them and their offspring. Desteno and Salovey (1996) explained Buss’s findings with
the “double-shot hypothesis”, suggesting when forced to choose between if sexual or emotional
cheating is worse, participants would choose the one they thought indicated that the partner was
cheating both sexually and emotionally.
However, the evolutionary psychology theory has been challenged. Carpenter (2012) did
a meta-analysis of 54 articles and found the evolutionary psychology theory was not supported,
with both men and women reporting emotional cheating as more concerning when asked to
choose between the two options but both sexes indicating sexual cheating is more upsetting when
using continuous data. This pattern has been replicated in other studies as well (Green & Sabini,
2006; Scelza et al., 2020). In the decades since the evolutionary theory was posited, women’s
dependence on men to provide for them and for their offspring has reduced. In 2018, 53% of
opposite sex married couples in the U.S. had incomes based on earnings from both partners
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(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2021) and 44% of non-parent adults ages 18-49 say it is likely they
will remain childless (Pew Research Center, 2021a). As such, the societal demands the
evolutionary psychology theory assumes are different today and do not apply as strictly.
Additionally, the evolutionary explanation for sex differences in response to cheating does not
account for same sex relationships and has not been replicated consistently in populations
outside the U.S.
Scelza and colleagues (2020) studied cheating in cities across 11 different countries.
They found perceptions of cheating were more strongly influenced by where the respondent was
from than the respondent’s biological sex. Specifically, they found seven of the 11 populations
had women rating sexual cheating to be more distressing than emotional cheating and that a
higher level of paternal investment resulted in a higher number of behaviors considered to be
cheating. Paternal involvement accounted for the largest amount of variance in perceptions of
cheating. They also found that in populations where extramarital sex was more common, sexual
cheating by both sexes was rated as less severe than in other populations, suggesting the sex
differences observed may be more strongly linked to culture than to the genetics of biological
sex. The patterns we found of the impact of biological sex on cheating were consistent with
previous research, but more still needs to be done to understand why these differences occur.
Age
In our sample, age cohort was a mixed moderator. Few research studies on cheating have
included a large cross-section of ages and as such we did not have expectations of the outcomes.
In our study, there was no significant difference in the number of behaviors engaged in, the
specific behaviors engaged in, or how many behaviors were considered to be cheating between
age cohorts. It appears when given a force-choice option of if a behavior is cheating there is
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more agreement between age cohorts than when considering how serious the cheating behavior
is. In our sample, the GenX and Boomers+ age cohorts endorsed higher ratings of severity than
the Millennial and GenZ cohorts. It is unclear if this difference is something that is true for most
generations, with all generations rating more behaviors as serious as they age, or if the difference
is more likely to be related to differences between the specific generations in our study. If the
latter, it is possible one of the big differences in relation to our study would be the inclusion of
online behaviors in our measure.
With vastly different experiences with the internet, it is plausible the older age cohorts
would judge the severity of behaviors differently than younger age cohorts. The 2019 State of
Our Unions report indicated from their national sample that younger generations have less rigid
boundaries of what is acceptable behavior in relationships, especially online behavior (State of
Our Unions, 2019). In their sample, younger generations rated the fewest things as cheating
when it comes to online behaviors and were also more likely to engage in the online forms of
cheating. Interestingly, they found the split in generational differences to be between GenX and
Boomers+, while our results found GenX and Boomers+ to be aligned and the split to be
between GenX and Millennials. In addition to using different behaviors, the State of Our Unions
(2019) questionnaire asked respondents to classify if a behavior was cheating or not if their
partner engaged in the behavior, while we asked if it would be cheating if the respondent
engaged in the behavior. Thompson and O’Sullivan (2017) found participants attributed the
motivation for cheating differently based on if it was themselves or their partners participating in
the behavior, so it is possible that the wording of the surveys may account for some of the
differences in responding to our survey and the State of Our Unions survey.
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History with Cheating
History with cheating was also a mixed moderator in our study. Participants who reported
being neither victim nor transgressor did not rate as many behaviors as cheating as those who
had experienced cheating in a relationship, which is consistent with previous research (Moreno
& Kahumoku-Fessler, 2018). There was not a significant difference in severity ratings between
any of the groups, though it is interesting that those who were in the victim only group had a
larger severity mean while the other groups were clustered about 10 points below the victim only
group. This, again, is in line with previous research with victims rating the highest number of
things to be cheating (Moreno & Kahumoku-Fessler, 2018). Since our data was cross-sectional,
it is unclear if having experience as either a transgressor or victim, or both, causes an increase in
what you consider to be cheating or if considering more behaviors to be cheating results in
individuals self-identifying as victim or transgressor.
We asked participants to self-identify as having cheated or not at the beginning of the
survey and then asked them to respond to the measure we created. Many individuals who did not
self-report having cheated endorsed cheating behaviors on our measure; however, that is
unsurprising because our measure was purposefully designed to include behaviors that not
everyone considers to be cheating.
We also investigated the relationship between distress, in the form of depressive
symptoms, anxious symptoms, and relationship dissatisfaction, and history with cheating
because previous research found higher distress in individuals who have experienced cheating in
their relationships (Cano & O’Leary, 2000). We did not find significant relationships between
any of our measures of distress and history with cheating. One explanation for this difference
could be when the data was collected in reference to when the cheating occurred. In most of the
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studies that found an association between distress and history with cheating the data was
collected within a few months after the cheating occurred, but we did not include a specific time
referent for the cheating (Cano & O’Leary, 2000; Gordon et al., 2004).
Overall, our sample reported clinically significant anxious symptoms. However, the data
was collected during one of the first weeks of the COVID-19 pandemic’s lockdowns in the U.S.
Daly and Robinson (2021) reported on national surveys of data the average anxiety levels using
the GAD-2 (a shorter form of the measure we used to assess anxiety) was 15.8% and 21.4% of
adults experiencing clinically significant anxiety during the end of March and beginning of April
2020, respectively. In the months preceding March 2020, the rate of adults experiencing
significant anxiety was 8.1%. Since our data collection occurred right during the big jump in
anxiety symptoms nationwide, it is difficult to parse out how much of the reported anxiety is due
to the global pandemic and how much can be attributed to the history with cheating.
Strengths and Weaknesses
One strength of our study was the large sample with a wide age range. Because the focus
of our study included behaviors that had a low base rate, it was important that we have a large
sample to ensure we could power our analyses. Additionally, many previous studies of cheating
had college student samples while our sample had an age range from 18-78, which allows for
greater confidence in generalization. In the future it would be beneficial to collect a larger
sample of non-heterosexual and non-white participants. This is particularly important when
discussing cheating because the rules of what behaviors constitute cheating may differ for those
in non-heterosexual relationships and other cultural norms. For example, Heaphy and colleagues
(2004) stated fewer rules exist for what is considered to be acceptable behavior in queer
relationships, possibly due to the fact that society has only started to accept and embrace non-
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heterosexual relationships in the past couple of decades. Schonian (2013) also found that nonheterosexual participants rated fewer behaviors as cheating than did heterosexual participants.
Little research has been conducted so far to test the theories and patterns associated with
cheating in samples that are not predominantly Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and
democratic (WEIRD) but the few that have suggest culture plays a large role in patterns,
attitudes, and behaviors concerning cheating (Scelza, 2020) and should be further investigated.
Our model provided the best fit to the data of the different iterations we tried, though it
still needs some work. The fit statistics suggested our measure was parsimonious; however, we
believe refinement through collapsing closely related items may result in better fit and a clearer
conceptualization of cheating. Our conceptualization of judgments is unique, and we achieved
adequate dimensionality in the scale. Our inclusion of online and more ambiguous behaviors was
particularly important due to the ways in which the internet has changed the formation and
trajectory of relationships. Online dating is now a multibillion-dollar industry with between 3055% of adults reporting use of a dating app or site at some point during their lives (Pew Research
Center, 2020) and meeting online became the most common way for heterosexual couples to
meet in the U.S. (Rosenfeld & Thomas, 2012). In addition to dating or hook up specific
platforms, social media increases exposure to potential relationship and sexual alternatives
(Drouin et al., 2015), which is significant as 81% of adults say they use social media at least
occasionally (Pew Research Center, 2021b). Cheating that occurs online was rated by our
participants in the top half of severity and was consistently rated as cheating and other
researchers have found that the damage to relationships is similar for both online and offline
behaviors (Bridges et al., 2003; Schneider et al., 2012). Online behaviors can also interfere with
relationships, even if the behaviors are not explicitly cheating (Kerkhof et al., 2011). Inclusion of
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online and ambiguous behaviors is becoming increasingly important in our conceptualization of
cheating. Some researchers have created online specific cheating scales, but few scales have
included both online and offline behaviors in the same measure, lending importance to our scale.
Clinical Applications and Future Directions
With further refinement, our measure could be useful in a clinical setting to assist
clinicians and clients in understanding expectations and defining rules for relationships. This can
be especially important for couples who may not agree on what is considered to be cheating as it
can be a tool to facilitate the conversation.
In addition to the modifications previously mentioned for refining the measure, future
research should explore the patterns of responding based on relationship type (i.e., dating vs.
married) and expand to include a more diverse sample. Given the interesting finding that a large
number of individuals who did not identify as having cheated endorsed cheating behaviors, it
would be interesting to explore if the behaviors they endorsed participating in they also did not
define as cheating in their categorical judgments. Docan-Morgan and Docan (2007) noted in
their study on internet cheating that participants consistently rated their partners’ cheating
behaviors as more severe than their own. Similarly, Thompson and O’Sullivan (2017) found in
their sample of adults that participants attributed the cause of their partner’s cheating to character
deficits more so than they did their own. As such, understanding how attributions and behaviors
line up or diverge would be useful in understanding cheating and in strengthening romantic
relationships and fostering healing in relationships where cheating has already occurred.
We collected data concerning frequency of behaviors and number of partners for different
cheating behaviors that could also be analyzed in relation to patterns of responding on the
judgment of behaviors. We analyzed on a large scale if higher severity items had lower rates of
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participation, but this could also be done on an individual level to determine if a participant who
rated the behavior as more serious engaged in the behavior and how frequently.
Our measure, though imperfect, is unique in defining cheating not only by the behaviors
but also by the degree of those behaviors. With additional modifications to improve the measure,
it has the potential to facilitate understanding of cheating for researchers, clinicians, and clients
alike.
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Appendix A
All Possible Items Created By Dimension and Facet
Sexual Behaviors
Types of Sex
I engaged in vaginal intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my
partner.*
I engaged in oral intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my
partner.*
I engaged in anal intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my
partner.*
Types of Sexual Relationships
I had a one-time sexual encounter with someone other than my partner.*
I had an ongoing sexual relationship with someone other than my partner.*
I have paid for sex.*
Other Sexual Behaviors
I have been sexually attracted or aroused by someone other than my partner.
I engaged in oral contact with breasts or nipples with someone other than my
partner.*
I engaged in sexual touching with someone other than my partner.*
I engaged in genital stimulation with someone other than my partner.*
I showered with someone other than my partner.
I engaged in simultaneous masturbation with someone other than my partner.
I engaged in provocative or erotic talk with someone other than my partner.
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I shared sexual pictures with someone other than my partner.
I have viewed pornography with someone other than my partner.
I have been to strip clubs or paid for a stripper.
Behaviors indicating a Close Relationship
Physical Behaviors
I kissed someone other than my partner on the lips.*
I passionately kissed someone other than my partner.*
I held hands with someone other than my partner.
I slept in the same bed with someone other than my partner.
Dating Behaviors
I went on a date with someone other than my partner.*
I went on multiple dates with someone other than my partner.*
I talked on the phone frequently with someone other than my partner.
I bought gifts for someone other than my partner.
I provided financial support for someone other than my partner.
I discussed complaints about my partner with someone else.
I engaged in flirtatious messaging with someone other than my partner.
I fell in love with someone other than my partner.*
I have formed a deep emotional attachment to someone other than my partner.*
I have discussed complaints about work/school with someone other than my
partner.
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Online Behaviors
Sexual Behaviors
I engaged in cybersex with someone other than my partner.*
I have sent or posted sexually pictures or videos over the internet (email, social
media, etc.).
I have received sexually explicit pictures or videos from someone on the internet
(email, social media, etc.).
I masturbated with someone over the internet.*
Relationship Building Behaviors
I have flirted with someone online.
I visited a dating website while in a romantic relationship.
I revealed personal information to someone other than my partner.
I talked to someone on the internet (chat room, social networking site, etc.) on a
regular basis.
I discussed complaints about my partner with someone online.
I have discussed complaints about work/school with someone online.
I have had an online relationship that has interfered with my relationship with my
partner.*
I have planned to meet or met an online contact in person.
I have formed a deep emotional attachment to someone online.*
Solitary Behaviors
Thoughts/Thought Patterns
I have considered starting a relationship with someone who is not my partner.*
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I have considered ways to end my relationship with my partner.
I have wanted to start a relationship with a specific person other than my partner
at the time.*
I have dressed to go out with the intention of attracting someone other than my
partner.
Sexual Behaviors
I have viewed pornography alone while in a romantic relationship.*
I have masturbated alone while in a romantic relationship.
I have fantasized about having a sexual relationship with someone other than my
partner.
Ambiguous Behaviors
Friendship Behaviors
I have bonded with someone who was not my partner through social media (i.e.,
using Snapchat, liking each other’s picture on Instagram, chatting on
Facebook, etc.).*
I have spent large amounts of time with someone who is not my partner.*
I did favors for someone who was not my partner.
I liked someone’s posts on social media.
I followed someone on social media.
I worked or studied alone with someone who was not my partner.
I hugged someone other than my partner.
I attended a formal event with someone other than my partner.
I attended a casual event with someone other than my partner.
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I shared a hotel room with someone other than my partner.*
I kissed someone on the cheek who was not my partner.
I danced with someone other than my partner.
I got drinks or coffee with someone other than my partner.
I have engaged in friendly conversations with an ex-partner.
I went on a trip with someone other than my partner.
Behaviors Involving Strangers
I have flirted with a stranger while in a romantic relationship with a partner.*
I have bought or received a drink from a stranger while in a romantic relationship
with a partner.
I have danced with a stranger while in a romantic relationship with a partner.
Deception
I have routinely kept information or secrets from my partner.*
I have routinely lied to my partner.*
I have lied to my partner about my feelings toward them.
I have concealed my relationship with my partner from third parties.
I have revealed my partner’s secrets to someone else.
Deception about Extradyadic Behaviors
Deception about Extradyadic Behaviors
I have kept information from or lied to my partner about my sexual experiences
with others.
I have kept information from or lied to my partner about my interactions with
others.
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I have hidden an emotional attachment to someone else from my partner.*
I have hidden a physical attachment to someone else from my partner.*
I have had a “back-up partner.”
*Indicates inclusion in the final questionnaire.
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Appendix B
Final Questionnaire
Please indicate which actions you have engaged in while in an exclusive romantic
relationship. ‘Someone other than my partner’ refers to a person to whom you could be
attracted.
1. I engaged in vaginal intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my
partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
2. I engaged in oral intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
3. I engaged in anal intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
4. I had a one-time sexual encounter with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
5. I had an ongoing sexual relationship with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
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6. I have paid for sex.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
7. I engaged in oral contact with breasts or nipples with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
8. I engaged in sexual touching with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
9. I engaged in genital stimulation with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
10. I kissed someone other than my partner on the lips.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
11. I passionately kissed someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
12. I went on a date with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
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13. I went on multiple dates with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
14. I fell in love with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
15. I have formed a deep emotional attachment with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
16. I engaged in cybersex with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
17. I masturbated with someone over the internet.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
18. I have had an online relationship that has interfered with my relationship with my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
19. I have formed a deep emotional attachment to someone online.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
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20. I have considered starting a relationship with someone who is not my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
21. I have wanted to start a relationship with a specific person other than my partner at the time.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
22. I have viewed pornography alone while in a romantic relationship.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
23. I have bonded with someone who was not my partner through social media (i.e., using
Snapchat, liking each other’s pictures on Instagram, chatting on Facebook, etc.).
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
24. I have spent large amounts of time with someone who is not my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
25. I have shared a hotel room with someone other than my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
26. I have flirted with a stranger while in a romantic relationship with a partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
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27. I have routinely kept information or secrets from my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
28. I have routinely lied to my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
29. I have hidden an emotional attachment to someone else from my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion
30. I have hidden a physical attachment to someone else from my partner.
Did not participate in this behavior

Participated in this behavior on only one occasion

Participated in this behavior on more than one occasion

Do you consider this behavior to be cheating?
1. I engaged in vaginal intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my
partner.
No

Yes

2. I engaged in oral intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

3. I engaged in anal intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes
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4. I had a one-time sexual encounter with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

5. I had an ongoing sexual relationship with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

6. I have paid for sex.
No

Yes

7. I engaged in oral contact with breasts or nipples with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

8. I engaged in sexual touching with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

9. I engaged in genital stimulation with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

10. I kissed someone other than my partner on the lips.
No

Yes

11. I passionately kissed someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

12. I went on a date with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

13. I went on multiple dates with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

14. I fell in love with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes
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15. I have formed a deep emotional attachment with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

16. I engaged in cybersex with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes

17. I masturbated with someone over the internet.
No

Yes

18. I have had an online relationship that has interfered with my relationship with my partner.
No

Yes

19. I have formed a deep emotional attachment to someone online.
No

Yes

20. I have considered starting a relationship with someone who is not my partner.
No

Yes

21. I have wanted to start a relationship with a specific person other than my partner at the time.
No

Yes

22. I have viewed pornography alone while in a romantic relationship.
No

Yes

23. I have bonded with someone who was not my partner through social media (i.e., using
Snapchat, liking each other’s pictures on Instagram, chatting on Facebook, etc.).
No

Yes

24. I have spent large amounts of time with someone who is not my partner.
No

Yes

25. I have shared a hotel room with someone other than my partner.
No

Yes
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26. I have flirted with a stranger while in a romantic relationship with a partner.
No

Yes

27. I have routinely kept information or secrets from my partner.
No

Yes

28. I have routinely lied to my partner.
No

Yes

29. I have hidden an emotional attachment to someone else from my partner.
No

Yes

30. I have hidden a physical attachment to someone else from my partner.
No

Yes

How serious do you consider the participation in this behavior?
1. I engaged in vaginal intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my
partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

2. I engaged in oral intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

3. I engaged in anal intercourse (with or without orgasm) with someone other than my partner.
1

2

Not serious at all

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Extremely serious

112

4. I had a one-time sexual encounter with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

5. I had an ongoing sexual relationship with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

6. I have paid for sex.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

7. I engaged in oral contact with breasts or nipples with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

8. I engaged in sexual touching with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

9. I engaged in genital stimulation with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

10. I kissed someone other than my partner on the lips.
1

2

Not serious at all

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Extremely serious
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11. I passionately kissed someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

12. I went on a date with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

13. I went on multiple dates with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

14. I fell in love with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

15. I have formed a deep emotional attachment with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

16. I engaged in cybersex with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

17. I masturbated with someone over the internet.
1

2

Not serious at all

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Extremely serious
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18. I have had an online relationship that has interfered with my relationship with my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

19. I have formed a deep emotional attachment to someone online.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

20. I have considered starting a relationship with someone who is not my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

21. I have wanted to start a relationship with a specific person other than my partner at the time.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

22. I have viewed pornography alone while in a romantic relationship.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

23. I have bonded with someone who was not my partner through social media (i.e., using
Snapchat, liking each other’s pictures on Instagram, chatting on Facebook, etc.).
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

24. I have spent large amounts of time with someone who is not my partner.
1

2

Not serious at all

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Extremely serious
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25. I have shared a hotel room with someone other than my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

26. I have flirted with a stranger while in a romantic relationship with a partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

27. I have routinely kept information or secrets from my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

28. I have routinely lied to my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

29. I have hidden an emotional attachment to someone else from my partner.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Not serious at all

9

10

Extremely serious

30. I have hidden a physical attachment to someone else from my partner.
1

2

Not serious at all

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Extremely serious
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Appendix C
Questions for Screening Items
Do you clearly understand what the item is asking?
Yes

No

If no, what could make the item clearer? ____________________________________
Do you feel confident you can accurately respond to the item?
Yes

No

If no, what could help you to respond? ________________________________________
Is there anything that you believe would help to improve the item? ________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix D
Validity Questions
What color is grass?
A. Green
B. Blue
C. Orange
D. Purple
What kind of milk do humans drink?
A. Lizard
B. Cow
C. Duck
D. Pig
Who is the current president of the United States of America?
A. Barack Obama
B. Hillary Clinton
C. Donald Trump
D. George W. Bush
Who was the first president of the United States of America?
A. Abraham Lincoln
B. James Madison
C. Alexander Hamilton
D. George Washington
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How many moons does Earth have?
A. 1
B. 2
C. 3
D. 4
What is the capital of the United States of America?
A. New York City
B. Philadelphia
C. Washington D.C.
D. Jamestown
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Appendix E
Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale – Short Form (CESD-SF)
Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or behaved. Please tell me how often you have
felt this way during the past week.
1. I was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me.
0
Rarely or none of
the time

1
Some or a little
of the time

2

3

Occasionally or a
moderate amount of
time

Most or all of
the time

2. I felt that I could not shake off the blues even with the help of my family or friends.
0
Rarely or none of
the time

1
Some or a little
of the time

2

3

Occasionally or a
moderate amount of
time

Most or all of
the time

3. I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing.
0
Rarely or none of
the time

1
Some or a little
of the time

2

3

Occasionally or a
moderate amount of
time

Most or all of
the time

2

3

Occasionally or a
moderate amount of
time

Most or all of
the time

2

3

Occasionally or a
moderate amount of
time

Most or all of
the time

4. I felt depressed.
0
Rarely or none of
the time

1
Some or a little
of the time

5. I felt hopeful about the future.*
0
Rarely or none of
the time

1
Some or a little
of the time
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6. I felt fearful.
0
Rarely or none of
the time

1
Some or a little
of the time

2

3

Occasionally or a
moderate amount of
time

Most or all of
the time

2

3

Occasionally or a
moderate amount of
time

Most or all of
the time

2

3

Occasionally or a
moderate amount of
time

Most or all of
the time

2

3

Occasionally or a
moderate amount of
time

Most or all of
the time

7. I was happy.*
0
Rarely or none of
the time

1
Some or a little
of the time

8. I felt lonely.
0
Rarely or none of
the time

1
Some or a little
of the time

9. I felt sad.
0
Rarely or none of
the time

1
Some or a little
of the time

*Indicates the item is reverse scored.

Martens, M. P., Parker, J. C., Smarr, K. L., Hewett, J. E., Ge, B., Slaughter, J. R., & Walker, S.
E. (2006). Development of a shortened center for epidemiological studies depression
scale for assessment of depression in rheumatoid arthritis. Rehabilitation Psychology,
51(2), 135-139. https://doi.org/10.1037/0090-5550.51.2.135
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The Generalized Anxiety Disorder-7
Over the last 2 weeks, how often have you been bothered by the following problems?
1. Feeling nervous, anxious or on edge
0
Not at all

1
Several days

2
More than half
the days

3
Nearly every day

2. Not being able to stop or control worrying
0
Not at all

1
Several days

2
More than half
the days

3
Nearly every day

3. Worrying too much about different things
0
Not at all

1
Several days

2
More than half
the days

3
Nearly every day

4. Trouble relaxing
0
Not at all

1
Several days

2
More than half
the days

3
Nearly every day

5. Being so restless that it is hard to sit still
0
Not at all

1
Several days

2
More than half
the days

3
Nearly every day

6. Becoming easily annoyed or irritable
0
Not at all

1
Several days

2
More than half
the days

3
Nearly every day

122

7. Feeling afraid as if something awful might happen
0
Not at all

1
Several days

2
More than half
the days

3
Nearly every day

Spitzer, R. L., Kroenke, K., Williams, J. B. W., & Lowe, B. (2006). Generalized Anxiety
Disorder 7 [Database record]. Retrieved from PsycTESTS. https://doi.org/10.1037/t0291000
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Couples Satisfaction Index – 4
1. Please indicate the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your relationship.
0

1

Extremely Fairly
Unhappy Unhappy

2

3

4

5

A Little
Unhappy

Happy

Very Happy

6

Extremely
Happy

Perfect

2. I have a warm and comfortable relationship with my partner
0
Not at all true

1

2

3

A little true

Somewhat
True

Mostly
True

4

5

Almost
Completely
Completely True
True

3. How rewarding is your relationship with your partner?
0

1

2

3

4

5

Not at all

A little

Somewhat

Mostly

Almost
Completely

Completely

4. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship?
0

1

2

3

4

5

Not at all

A little

Somewhat

Mostly

Almost
Completely

Completely

Funk, J. L., & Rogge, R. D. (2007). Testing the ruler with item response theory: Increasing
precision of the measurement for relationship satisfaction with the Couples Satisfaction
Index. Journal of Family Psychology, 21, 572-583.
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Appendix F
Table 24
Descriptive Statistics for Participants Endorsing No Participation
n (%)
Vaginal Intercourse
No opportunity
Despite opportunity

151 (22%)
521 (77%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

155 (21%)
573 (79%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

223 (24%)
694 (76%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

152 (22%)
552 (78%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

175 (21%)
641 (78%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

181 (19%)
766 (81%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

177 (23%)
595 (77%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

151 (23%)
500 (77%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

161 (23%)
524 (76%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

132 (23%)
449 (77%)

Oral Intercourse

Anal Intercourse

One-time Sexual Encounter

Ongoing Sexual

Paid for Sex

Oral Contact Breasts

Sexual Touching

Genital Stimulation

Kissed on Lips
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Passionately Kissed
No opportunity
Despite opportunity

143 (25%)
504 (78%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

166 (21%)
612 (79%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

197 (21%)
673 (77%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

189 (23%)
622 (77%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

153 (22%)
557 (78%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

203 (23%)
690 (77%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

216 (24%)
693 (76%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

206 (22%)
713 (78%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

216 (24%)
679 (76%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

144 (19%)
624 (81%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

152 (21%)
584 (79%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

62 (17%)
308 (83%)

A Date

Multiple Dates

Fell in Love

Emotional Attachment

Cybersex

Masturbated Together

Online Interfered

Emotional Online

Considered New

Specific New

Pornography Alone
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Social Media Bond
No opportunity
Despite opportunity

158 (20%)
628 (80%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

155 (21%)
575 (79%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

262 (32%)
558 (68%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

115 (20%)
457 (80%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

99 (17%)
493 (83%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

93 (14%)
578 (86%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

141 (20%)
560 (80%)

No opportunity
Despite opportunity

154 (21%)
573 (79%)

Large Amounts of Time

Shared Hotel Room

Flirted Stranger

Routinely Kept Secrets

Routinely Lied

Hidden Emotional

Hidden Physical
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Table 25
Descriptive Statistics for Participants Endorsing Participating More Than Once
n (%)
Vaginal Intercourse
Same person more than once
Multiple people

85 (51%)
94 (56%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

78 (55%)
76 (53%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

27 (52%)
17 (43%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

28 (30%)
71 (76%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

54 (64%)
35 (42%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

11 (33%)
24 (73%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

57 (49%)
70 (60%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

80 (47%)
108 (63%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

79 (53%)
83 (56%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

104 (48%)
130 (60%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

86 (50%)
99 (58%)

Oral Intercourse

Anal Intercourse

One-time Sexual Encounter

Ongoing Sexual

Paid for Sex

Oral Contact Breasts

Sexual Touching

Genital Stimulation

Kissed on Lips

Passionately Kissed
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A Date
Same person more than once
Multiple people

71 (61%)
57 (49%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

49 (62%)
35 (44%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

18 (41%)
32 (73%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

34 (43%)
52 (65%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

21 (47%)
27 (60%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

5 (56%)
5 (56%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

15 (68%)
8 (36%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

17 (50%)
21 (62%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

26 (36%)
53 (74%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

22 (35%)
49 (78%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

410 (73%)
177 (31%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

33 (31%)
82 (78%)

Multiple Dates

Fell in Love

Emotional Attachment

Cybersex

Masturbated Together

Online Interfered

Emotional Online

Considered New

Specific New

Pornography Alone

Social Media Bond
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Large Amounts of Time
Same person more than once
Multiple people

71 (49%)
92 (63%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

40 (53%)
43 (43%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

29 (11%)
234 (92%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

143 (60%)
121 (51%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

100 (57%)
89 (49%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people

48 (54%)
51 (57%)

Same person more than once
Multiple people
Note. Participants could select one or both of the options.

43 (49%)
52 (60%)

Shared Hotel Room

Flirted Stranger

Routinely Kept Secrets

Routinely Lied

Hidden Emotional

Hidden Physical

